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MINERAL SANDS (ENEABBA) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2008 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 12 November.  

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [2.05 pm]: The opposition supports the Mineral Sands (Eneabba) 
Agreement Amendment Bill 2008. It is a good bill, for a number of reasons, and it is a technical bill. It will 
allow the transport of mineral concentrate from South Australia to be processed in Geraldton and as such will 
allow that business to grow and continue to supply employment opportunities and local investment in the 
Geraldton area as the Eneabba quarry or mine site draws to the end of its time. It will also give the relevant 
departments time to work out a way of closing down the agreement act over the next five years or so and all the 
transitional requirements as it comes to operate as a normal business in Western Australia.  

We support the bill. We think that all the clauses are sound so we are quite prepared to go through all stages of 
the bill, if the Leader of the House and the Greens (WA) want to do that. I commend the bill to the house.  

HON PAUL LLEWELLYN (South West) [2.07 pm]: This bill, which came before the house yesterday, has 
come at the speed of light. I got a briefing about this only yesterday. Nevertheless, that is the state of business in 
the house and we are happy to examine the initiative on its merits.  

It is very clear that the mineral sands industry is well embedded in the economy of the mid-west and that the 
community of Geraldton has, over the years, been economically underpinned by the activities of Iluka 
Resources, and particularly the activities that relate to the mining at Eneabba and the reprocessing just outside 
Geraldton.  

We accept that the community and the economy are dependent on this industry. The questions that I have asked 
myself are: what are the merits of transporting 600 000 tonnes of material from one end of Australia to the other, 
to be reprocessed in Geraldton? What is the greenhouse impact of transporting heavy mineral concentrate across 
Australia, either by truck or boat? Clearly, Iluka Resources Ltd believes that it is better for it to do that than it is 
to set up shop again. That is a business decision it has to make, but my question is: how rational is it to truck and 
ship this material around Australia? 

Secondly, I understand that, in the renegotiation of the state agreement, the royalties that will be charged on the 
mineral sands will be in accordance with the royalties provisions in the Mining Act, which is about five per cent 
freight on board. Given that this agreement was set up in 1975, I would have thought that, as state agreement acts 
are renegotiated, the royalties that are paid by companies also would be renegotiated. I know that five per cent is 
a proportion, but is there time for the government to renegotiate the royalties that will be generated by the 
minerals sector? I would have thought that if the state has made a commitment to use royalties revenue to 
underpin regional investment, it should give serious consideration to the revenue-raising potential of our 
royalties and increase them. However, that is not the purpose of this bill. The new government is at liberty to 
negotiate royalty arrangements, given that it has made significant commitments that are underpinned by the 
royalties revenue stream. 

I understand that the proposal is not just to bring 600 kilotons of heavy metal concentrate from South Australia, 
but also to open the doors to processing in Geraldton minerals from anywhere in the world. I would like the 
minister to clarify that. I assume that, under the provisions of this agreement, environmental impact assessments 
will be conducted of the resource near Ceduna in South Australia. However, what guarantee do we have that the 
minerals that will come from other parts of the world will meet the same standard? When we agree to accept 
minerals from other parts of the world and process them in Western Australia, we should expect there to be 
uniform standards, or at least some reasonable environmental and occupational health and safety standards. 
When a state agreement is renegotiated, an opportunity arises to set some standards for the way in which work 
will be done. 

Nevertheless, the Greens (WA) can see that this amendment to the state agreement will be in the best financial 
interests of the mid-west community. We can see that mineral sands and their derivative products, zircon, rutile 
and ilmenite, have a role to play in the industrial economy. Although we have on many occasions in this house 
speculated on the good sense of using rare mineral earths primarily for pigments—it does not apply to this 
particular plant, but I am thinking of titanium dioxide, which is primarily used to make white paint—is it a 
sensible endeavour when the downstream environmental cost of producing pigments to ensure that white paint 
has a certain gloss is measured against the environmental cost of getting those materials? 

We also note that the reason Iluka is seeking to import materials—feedstocks—into the Geraldton facility is that 
the Eneabba resource is due to be mined out by 2013. When mineral resource extractions rise and peak, and there 
is a decline in the productivity of ore bodies, certain alarm bells should ring, because it is not just mineral sands 
that are peaking. We have heard about peak oil. We can even talk about peak coal. We know that there are 
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millions of tonnes of coal in the ground, but our endeavours to dig up these resources will peak at some point. 
We need to get a better return on investments. That is why the Greens believe that, as a society, we should look 
at the end product and the use and recovery of the end product; in other words, close the material cycle so that 
we do not continually use energy and materials to reorganise those mineral resources and then dissipate them 
without recovery. The Greens are quite interested in the implications of extending the life of a processing facility 
that has peaked and has mined out the resource. We just continue to ship minerals, at great environmental cost, 
from afar and continue the process of mining and extraction and then waste the end product without a recovery 
program for the rare earths and so on. We know that many of these products end up not just in pigments, but also 
in electronic equipment, which ends up becoming an environmental nightmare, with no disposal and 
reprocessing capacity and no vision for recovery and reprocessing. When a mineral resource is mined, it is the 
beginning of a stream of product liability; it is the first stage at which a mineral is taken out of the ground. 
Consumers and producers should be fully responsible for the entire life cycle of the product, because we will no 
longer be able to afford the consequences of the energy consumed in trucking stuff around the world, and there 
will be a fair amount of trucking involved in shipping minerals around the world. The Greens have a view about 
continuing to mine primary resources without full stewardship of that resource through the value stream back 
into society. Therefore, when state agreement acts are debated in this place, members know that they are at the 
front end of a major decision on the way society uses its resources. The Western Australian income is 
underpinned by the decisions made at the front end of a material cycle from which it gains wealth. The mid-west 
region is entitled to an economic endeavour, but we must be responsible by considering the long-term 
consequences of signing off on these deals. The royalty should be kept low, but we should not put a value on the 
material at the front end. If a value is put on the material at the front end, it becomes a waste product at the back 
end of the material stream and, effectively, becomes a toxic product that must be dealt with.  

A consequence of agreeing to state agreement acts that last for 20 to 25 years is that the state is committed to a 
production and consumption pathway that is unsustainable. I will give an example. All members of Parliament 
should have received a package from Woolworths. My electorate officer informed me today that Woolworths is 
moving down a sustainability pathway by attempting to get—I am plucking a figure out of the air—a 40 per cent 
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions throughout its organisation, and that is commendable. One of its 
initiatives is to, as soon as possible, cease selling incandescent globes. This initiative has been taken by 
Woolworths one year ahead of the implementation of the federal government’s legislation that will ban the 
selling of incandescent globes. The Greens (WA) have today written to Woolworths advising it that there are so 
many rare materials in these globes that it should implement a full product stewardship program to recover them. 
The Greens commend Woolworths and the community for this change to more efficient globes, but we need to 
have a full product stewardship program in place.  

The same logic should be applied to mineral operations in Western Australia—the quarry of the world. We 
should be thinking about full product liability and stewardship. This bill does not do that; it provides for business 
to continue as usual with a very small royalty. I ask the minister in his reply to this debate to advise the 
annualised and life cycle royalty value for this particular mining endeavour? What is it worth to Western 
Australia?  
Mineral sands mining has been stranded in the south west of Western Australia because of controversy over 
mining in sensitive areas. To my knowledge, the Eneabba community has not expressed concerns about the 
mining operations in the area. I do not know whether the mining is in sensitive areas. I suspect that probably it is. 
Therefore, there would be a cost associated with passing this bill.  

Given the short time that we have had to prepare for debate on this bill, I am not aware whether the mining 
operations near Ceduna will impact on rare natural communities. That could be a cost to passing this legislation. 
I am unaware whether, if Iluka is permitted to downstream processing minerals from other countries, there will 
be associated environmental costs related to occupational health and safety in those countries. It could be an 
offshoot of the decision that we make to pass this legislation because we have not had time to examine that 
aspect.  
The Greens (WA) will not stand in the way of this bill, because it will be fully supported by Labor, Liberals and 
the Nationals. However, the Greens stand as a voice of conscience in this Parliament in analysing the 
consequences of the decisions that we make when we sign-off on what appears to be a trivial bill without 
determining the full life cycle impacts and costs. When do we start counting those full life cycle costs; when do 
we start taking full responsibility for stewardship of all products; and when do we take full responsibility for the 
energy, resources and the human endeavour that goes into the Western Australian mining industry?  

HON WENDY DUNCAN (Agricultural — Parliamentary Secretary) [2.26 pm]: The National Party supports 
the Mineral Sands (Eneabba) Agreement Bill 2008. Iluka Resources Ltd has been operating in the Geraldton 
region for over 30 years and has been an exceptional corporate citizen, supporting the community through good 
times and bad. The company has provided consistency of employment and economic activity in that time, and 
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currently employs 700 staff and contractors in the mid-west. In recent times the company has faced declining 
production from its ore body and the nearing of the completion of the mines’ economic life. It has decided to 
augment the mine with mineral-rich product from South Australia. It intends to process 600 000 tonnes of 
material. This bill enables these activities to happen, and the Nationals support it. The bill will ensure the 
extension of the economic operating life of the Narngulu facility, and will also ensure that the jobs of the 240 
employees at Narngulu are secure in these uncertain economic times. There might be additional employment 
opportunities, and this bill will underpin the economy of the mid-west into the future. This bill enables the 
company to spend time and money on exploration in that region, which could extend the life of the mine further.  

In response to Hon Paul Llewellyn, I note that clause 4(9) of the bill actually determines the life of the agreement 
and allows for it to be reviewed after five years. It provides the opportunity for the state agreement to be 
reviewed. The Nationals support this bill.  

HON ANTHONY FELS (Agricultural) [2.28 pm]: I will comment briefly on the Mineral Sands (Eneabba) 
Agreement Bill 2008 by referring to the future of the Iluka Resources Ltd facility. As a member for the 
Agricultural Region, I am aware of the Iluka facility. It is one of the largest, if not the largest, processing 
facilities within that part of the electorate.  
I seek information from the minister about the ongoing development of the Oakajee industrial region, 
particularly the port facility, given that Iluka is planning an expansion next year and into the future, and that the 
Eneabba resources are declining and will probably be depleted within five to six years. That facility will then 
rely on, as Hon Paul Llewellyn mentioned, imported products from South Australia and the mallee region of 
Victoria. Have there been any negotiations between the Barnett government and Iluka on the future expansion of 
the Oakajee region? Will amendments to the state agreement act affect that development in the future? 

That is the main issue I wished to raise. I understand that the state agreement will allow the future processing of 
ores from third parties, possibly including mineral resources from overseas. It is always good to have some 
value-adding process facilities in Australia, particularly in this area. I believe Iluka Resources Ltd have prospects 
at Kalimantan in Indonesia or have been involved in exporting some concentrates from there. I wonder whether 
those sorts of overseas-owned operations will carry out any processing in Western Australia, and, if so, whether 
there will be provision in future to include such processing within the Oakajee precinct. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [2.30 pm] — in 
reply: I thank members for their support of the bill. The opposition clearly supports the bill because it is 
fundamentally an agreement that was reached when it was in government. Indeed, members will notice that the 
agreement was signed by former Premier Hon Alan Carpenter. One would therefore expect the opposition to 
support this bill. I appreciate its support. I similarly appreciate the support of the National Party and I thank Hon 
Wendy Duncan. With regard to the comments made by Hon Anthony Fels, I am not aware of any negotiations 
about Oakajee. As the member will be aware, the government seeks to progress the Oakajee port and possibly an 
associated industrial complex. My understanding of Iluka is that it is using this variation to the state agreement 
act to extend the life of its facility at Narngulu. That is why the government is so supportive, because it will 
provide longevity to a facility that would, under normal circumstances, have reached its use-by date earlier than 
we would like.  
The Greens (WA) have raised a number of issues. On the subject of timing, I mentioned yesterday that there 
were a couple of bills that I wanted to progress ahead of the normal one-week period because there is a time 
constraint attached to them. This is one of those bills. The agreement with Iluka Resources Ltd requires the 
government to make every endeavour to have the bill passed by 31 December to give the company the certainty 
it needs to go ahead with the project in South Australia and to bring the material to Western Australia. I am 
therefore keen for this bill to be passed during the forthcoming three-week period. I confess that I do not know 
what the greenhouse impact of transporting material from South Australia to Western Australia will be. 
However, the transportation of 600 000 tonnes over time is not a huge task if one compares it with the 
transportation of iron ore or some other major commodity of that nature. 

Hon Paul Llewellyn suggested that we should take the opportunity to renegotiate the royalties. I do not know 
whether the previous government took that opportunity. I suspect it is probably a good idea for the government 
to look at the royalty regime every time it renegotiates a state agreement act to see whether there are 
opportunities for an increase or decrease in royalties, depending on the circumstances. I do not know the 
previous government’s position on this, other than that it provided for a rating regime for local government, 
which I think is an improvement on the previous state agreement act. The agreement provides that the ore is to 
come from not only South Australia but also overseas. I think that makes a lot of sense. If this company can 
attract businesses to treat ores from overseas, it will add value to what we do in Western Australia and will add 
another dimension to the life of the Narngulu facility. Bearing in mind how important this facility is to the 
economy of the mid-west—particularly Geraldton—it is incumbent upon the government to ensure that it 
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remains in operation for as long as possible. The environmental issues surrounding what is happening in South 
Australia will obviously be dealt with by the South Australian government. It is our obligation to ensure that 
what takes place at Narngulu is, in fact, environmentally acceptable. That will happen with South Australian ore 
and, indeed, any ore that is brought in from overseas.  

Hon Paul Llewellyn mentioned that the Eneabba mining operation would be depleted by 2013 or thereabouts. He 
made the point that we should be mindful of the fact that all ore bodies are depleted at some stage. That is a 
simple fact of life. If we are to use our natural resources, they will ultimately be depleted if the resource happens 
to be a mineral or petroleum. 
Hon Paul Llewellyn: Or rare earths. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE: Whatever is mined has a finite life.  
I was surprised earlier today to hear, as part of a diatribe, about the splitting of the Department of Industry and 
Resources and what a terrible thing that was. One of the reasons for the government’s decision to split the 
department was that the department was almost incapable of ensuring that any approval got through the system 
to create the mines of tomorrow. I inherited a backlog of some 14 000 applications for mineral tenements.  
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich had the audacity to say that that department was doing a good job. I would hide my head 
in shame if I had anything to do with that department. The creation of the new Department of Mines and 
Petroleum will ensure that significant progress is made in the creation of an environment in which companies 
can have certainty about the approvals process. That is very important if we are to make sure that when these ore 
bodies are depleted, we have others ready to come on stream to meet the demands of modern industry. We will 
be doing our best to make sure that those new ore bodies are found and can be mined as quickly as possible. 

The Greens (WA) also do not like state agreement acts.  

Hon Paul Llewellyn: We like state agreement acts. We just want the right sort of agreements. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Forgive me. I have a long memory about one of the member’s former colleagues 
who gave us endless lectures about the imperfections of state agreement acts and, indeed, wrote a book about it. I 
assumed that that was a common policy of the Greens (WA), but if that is not the case, I apologise. 

State agreement acts are negotiated between the government and a company and are ratified by Parliament. I 
think they are a very good vehicle for putting major projects in place. If the Greens (WA) do not like what is in a 
state agreement act, they will be able to have a real say in the matter when they form government. They can then 
actually negotiate the contracts and have a direct input into what is decided. In the meantime, they are limited to 
telling Parliament what they think, as opposed to what they would do if they were in government. 

Hon Paul Llewellyn said that mining operations at Eneabba and in South Australia would no doubt take place in 
environmentally sensitive areas. That is an assumption by the member; it is not based on any fact that I am aware 
of. Indeed, any operation that exists in Western Australia has had to go through the necessary environmental 
approvals. Companies are also required to rehabilitate mine sites as part of the process of being able to mine in 
Western Australia. The Greens (WA) told us that they are the voice of conscience and that they will preserve the 
environment at all costs. 

Hon Paul Llewellyn: We never said “at all costs”. You’re putting words in my mouth. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Forgive me; I retract that. The Greens (WA) are there to preserve the environment 
and to keep us honest, or words to that effect. 

Hon Paul Llewellyn: I didn’t even say that, but that’s okay. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: That is what the member meant, though. 

Hon Paul Llewellyn: We’re not keeping you honest! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Somebody is! 

I thank members who made a contribution to the debate and I thank them for dealing expeditiously with this bill. 
We need to get it passed by both houses of Parliament so that this amendment to the state agreement can be 
implemented as soon as possible. 

The member raised one other matter—I apologise: he asked what was the annual royalty and the lifetime royalty 
for this project. I do not have those figures. I will provide those to him in due course. But for mineral sands 
throughout the whole of Western Australia, the total export value is $806 million. However, I will find out for 
the member what the state royalty revenue is in that regard. 

Before I conclude, I apologise to the Leader of the Opposition for an intemperate remark I made earlier today by 
way of interjection. It was out of order, and it will not happen again. 
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Hon Sue Ellery: Thank you. 

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 Norman Moore (Minister for Mines and Petroleum), and transmitted 
to the Assembly. 
 


