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ECONOMICS AND INDUSTRY STANDING COMMITTEE 

Eighth Report — “Annual Report 2015–2016” — Tabling 

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [10.46 am]: I present for tabling the eighth report of the Economics and 
Industry Standing Committee, titled “Annual Report 2015–2016”. 

[See paper 4532.] 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Firstly, I would like to thank my fellow committee members, Hon Fran Logan, MLA; 
Hon “Tuck” Waldron, MLA; Jan Norberger, MLA; and Peter Tinley, AM, MLA, for their positive and 
cooperative attitude to the committee and its work. I would also like to thank our staff, principal research officer, 
Dr Loraine Abernethie, and research officer, Michael Burton, for their steady and professional work, and wise 
analysis. 

The committee’s focus this year has been on innovation. It is important that the government looks to things that 
inhibit our state from pushing ahead in new areas and fixing them. I draw attention to a number of 
recommendations from the committee’s seventh report, titled “Growing WA through Innovation: The 
Western Australian Government’s role in fostering innovation to expand and diversify the economy”. Two of the 
recommendations are to promote the presence of venture capital companies in Western Australia, and sponsor 
a conference in Western Australia; and to introduce legislation to amend the Limited Partnerships Act to allow 
the formation of venture capital limited partnerships in Western Australia. Another recommendation is to 
develop the Technology Park at Bentley, and seriously focus on engagement between universities and research 
and industry at both Curtin University and the University of Western Australia. The catapult centres in the 
United Kingdom, one of which I visited, show us how this can be done. However, unfortunately, we do not have 
the level of funding that the United Kingdom has put into those centres. The other recommendations are that the 
government increase the funding to iPrep; and that the state government follow the governments of Victoria and 
New South Wales and form an industrial research and development cooperation agreement with Israel. 
Significantly, those things are not very expensive, and they could yield huge returns. That was a focus of the 
committee in that report. What I took away from this work is that Western Australia can do far more in this 
space and be very successful at it. 

Unfortunately, the Parliament was unable to fund the committee to travel to the United Kingdom and Israel. 
Therefore, I decided to do that myself, using my parliamentary travel allowance. I regret that it was not possible 
for the committee to complete this travel with me. We could have obtained an enormous amount of useful 
information out of that for Western Australia. The Speaker actually told me that he needed the money for white 
ants in the Parliament. 

Dr A.D. Buti: There are a lot of white ants in the Parliament! Don’t worry about that! 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I am a chairman of a committee that was actually white-anted by white ants! It is quite 
funny. 

The committee is pursuing a number of small issues at the moment that will keep it busy until the end of this 
Parliament. Some issues that I had thought the committee might pursue were means by which we could reduce 
the cost of housing; the nature of the agricultural trade relationship between Western Australia and the 
People’s Republic of China into the future; the methodology used to allocate royalties for regions moneys across 
the regions; the standardisation of government department boundaries across the regions; and a strategic plan for 
the development of the agricultural research sector. Unfortunately, not one of these projects got there, but maybe 
a future committee will consider them. 

Much of our time in this term was spent on looking at, firstly, the economic implications of floating liquefied 
natural gas, and the safety issues that sit around it. I look forward to Prelude arriving in our waters. However, 
I note with interest that consideration is now being given to gas from both the Scarborough and Browse fields 
being piped to the North West Shelf gas plant rather than using FLNG. A number of my committee members, 
being the member for Joondalup and the member for Cockburn, pondered all along why this was not an option 
from the start. The fact that it is now on the table shows that in hard times, companies trim egos and budgets and 
relearn how to cooperate. Likewise, I live in hope that Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd and Brookfield Rail can 
sort out an arrangement that maximises the amount of grain on rail and that Brookfield has a more realistic 
expectation of the return from some of its lines and accepts that it is better they are used rather than left to rot. 

With gradual increases in the power of executive government and the need for government to manage intense 
media scrutiny, I wonder sometimes whether the work of committees is more true to the origins of Parliament. 
I consider being chosen as chair of this committee to be a rare privilege. I thank the committee for choosing me 
for this role. 
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MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [10.52 am]: I add a few words to those provided already by the Chairman of the 
Economics and Industry Standing Committee, the member for Geraldton. I also thank committee members for 
the fun we had and for their contributions to the committee work. Most importantly, I thank 
Dr Loraine Abernethie and Mr Michael Burton for not only the huge amount of effort they put in to make sure 
that the work of the committee was done on time and that people turned up at the right time in the right place, 
but also turning our thoughts and writings into legible, interesting and important works for tabling in Parliament 
and the general Western Australian public. They do an absolutely fantastic job. 

The annual report shows the amount of work the committee has done this year. In a quick summary, we have had 
53 briefings, 30 deliberative meetings and 30 formal evidence hearings; 65 witnesses have appeared before the 
committee; and two reports, 32 report findings and 18 recommendations have been tabled. As the member for 
Geraldton has already indicated, most of that has been around the report tabled in the house in the 2015–16 
financial year—that is, the report entitled “Growing WA through Innovation: The Western Australian 
Government’s role in fostering innovation to expand and diversify the economy”—which investigated how 
WA can transform its economy from total reliance on the mining and resources sector to a broader base for job 
creation and industry development. The “Growing WA through Innovation” report has been very widely praised 
by all sectors in WA, universities, start-up companies to heavy industry players—even players in the resource 
sector itself—the union movement and manufacturing engineers and fabricators. All have commented to the 
committee on the importance of the recommendations, findings and overall tenor and direction in that document. 

The committee did something that has never been done before by any committee: it presented the report findings 
to the general public. Individual members of the committee did a presentation to the general public and took 
questions from the general public on the report. Through Dr Loraine Abernethie and Michael Burton, the chair 
organised a public session on the presentation of the “Growing WA through Innovation” report at 
Bentley Technology Park in the information and communications technology centre, I think it was. 

Ms S.F. McGurk: Technology Park. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It was at Technology Park, but I cannot remember the name of the exact place; I think it was 
the ICT centre. It was attended by 60 or 70 people on a shockingly rainy day. Nevertheless, every one of the 
60 or 70 people who turned up thought the presentations by all members of the committee were great, and we 
had to stop the questions because we would have been there all day and we had to get back to Parliament House 
at 12 o’clock. No committee has ever done that before—that is, take the work it is bound to table in Parliament 
to the general public to show them what a committee does, how the workings of Parliament translate into public 
policy and allow them to question the committee on how it went about writing the report and on any of the 
findings and recommendations in the report. That was novel; it has never been done before and it was very well 
accepted. 

Mr P.C. Tinley: You might even say, member, that it was innovative! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It was innovative. What can I say? 

Mr R.H. Cook: People should be licensed to use the word “innovative”. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is right. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Everything is a “hub”. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I was at a technology hub presenting in an innovative way. 

We cannot do that with every report, and Parliament would not expect every committee to make a public 
presentation, but I believe it is something that other committees should consider doing in the future—that is, to 
take their reports and findings to the general public to allow for public comment on them. It obviously does not 
change the nature of the report, because by that stage the reports are tabled in Parliament, but at least it would 
enable them to comment on the committee and to have feedback into the committee process. It was very 
worthwhile and I recommend other committees of the house do it on appropriate occasions. 

Given that this is the committee’s last presentation on annual reports in this term of government, I thank 
everybody involved in tabling previous reports of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee. I believe 
they are extremely important for Western Australia, particularly in the creation of public and industry policy in 
Western Australia. Members may remember some of the controversial comments I made in this house when the 
committee’s original report “The economic impact of floating LNG on Western Australia” was tabled. I put to 
the house at the time that FLNG results in no or very little benefit to the Western Australian economy because it 
occurs in international waters and all the tax derived goes to Canberra; not only that, it has no downstream 
benefits, apart from maintenance, in engineering and fabrication for Western Australian industries. Although the 
report was critical of the use of FLNG rather than onshore LNG processing, the irony is the Prelude ship is still 
sitting in Korea. There are rumours that there are significant problems with that particular piece of technology. 
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We will wait and see whether the platform is set in place or not. Apparently the rumours in the industry are—it is 
a very small group of people globally—that there are significant problems with the technology. We will wait to 
see whether the reason that monster has been left sitting up there floating in the harbour in Samsung’s dockyard 
is due simply to the current price of a barrel of oil or whether there is a significant technology problems with that 
huge gas processing barge and whether we will see it in Australian waters in future. I hope to see a lot more 
LNG and domestic gas processing onshore because that will have the most significant economic benefit to 
Western Australia. I hope that is the sort of technology we see in the future. 
On that basis, I once again thank all members of the committee. I thank the chair for his guidance and direction 
to the committee. I wish all of them the best in the future. 
MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin) [10.58 am]: I support the tabling of the fourth annual report of the Economics 
and Industry Standing Committee. It sets out well the program the committee has gone through over the period it 
has reported on and the extensive amount of work its members did in that time. 
Although I joined the committee only last year, I have to say that I have been really impressed with the processes 
the committee went through, particularly in its major inquiry into innovation in WA. I have been on committees 
before and I thought that the visits, hearings and investigations were really well done and thorough. The 
businesses, industries and government agencies we visited were well targeted. They were extremely relevant to 
what we were doing, which enabled us to come up with a really good report. I personally learnt a hell of a lot in 
doing that report; it was extremely interesting. I have been really encouraged by the leadership of the 
government in that innovation area—having a Minister for Innovation, the investment of $20 million, and also 
the forum held to get feedback on how to utilise that et cetera, which gained great feedback, which is really 
encouraging. 
The member for Cockburn mentioned the forum held at Technology Park. I want to briefly mention that because 
I have not seen such a forum held before and I wondered how it would go. It was really successful and the 
feedback was good. The member for Cockburn is right: I would encourage other committees to look at such 
forums, but they must be for appropriate reports. In this case, it was appropriate going to Technology Park about 
innovation. The feedback from the people we had there was good, and I think it benefitted them and us. I noticed 
that our committee worked extremely well together. Having been on other committees, I was really impressed. 
I have to say that the knowledge of my colleagues—I joined in the committee only a bit over a year ago—
particularly in some areas we covered was quite outstanding and contributed greatly to that excellent report. That 
knowledge was far greater than mine, that is for sure. I want to congratulate the chair, the member for Geraldton, 
for his leadership and direction, and the member for Cockburn—his knowledge, particularly in that area he 
represents in ship building, is quite exceptional. To all my other colleagues, thank you very much. To the 
committee’s principal research officer, Loraine Abernethie, and research officer, Michael Burton, they are 
fantastic at what they do. I am amazed at their skills and their brains, quite frankly. 
Mr P.C. Tinley: And their patience, member. 
Mr T.K. WALDRON: And their patience—yes! We are still doing some good work and although there is not 
long to go, we have a little bit to do yet. I look forward to completing that. I am sure we will report back on that 
work. 
MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee) [11.02 am]: I will not delay the house any longer than is absolutely necessary to 
echo the sentiments of the chair, deputy chair and member for Wagin on the time spent on our committee. As 
members in the chamber may have gleaned, it is a harmonious committee. It sought very early to understand the 
political cycle to ensure it made a contribution to public policy where possible and to a better, more effective 
government, if indeed that is where any of the committee’s recommendations took it. I believe by and large it 
delivered that. There was always consensus. I do not think there was ever a vote—of course balanced out by the 
good it might have done—which was a testament to the intention of everybody to try to achieve something. The 
floating liquefied natural gas inquiry was criticised at some point for being premature because no industry had 
been established in Western Australia. However, we always said that it would be the foundation by which 
subsequent investigations, inquiries or interests could start from even though there was not an industry—and one 
is yet to be seen established off the coast of Western Australia. 

As I said, this calendar year was by and large taken up with the innovation inquiry. It was always a risk 
considering a Senate inquiry was on foot at the same time; that is, that would be seen as just being some sort of 
populist approach for the committee to take. I am convinced, and I think supported by the way the report has 
been received, that the committee has been vindicated in its choice of going down that path. The report tabled 
provided very practical, deliverable and actionable opportunities for subsequent governments to consider and 
implement, or for general membership to understand, the nature of systems in Western Australia around this 
often used and now clichéd word “innovation”. As the member for Cockburn, the deputy chair, identified, the 
committee indeed took innovation seriously and decided that it was not good enough just to print a report and put 
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it on the shelf, as happens with so many other reports by various committees—this deserved a better airing. We 
did that. 

I thought the committee probably could have done a lot more to bring its work to the public eye. We found out at 
the public hearing session at Technology Park, the Innovation Centre WA, that most of the audience were people 
who provided evidence, advice and briefings to the committee. Therefore, the response from them was largely 
couched in the idea: thank you very much for giving us feedback for the feedback information that we gave you. 
Those people could have read the report and recommendations—most of them did—but they found the 
opportunity to talk through some of the key points on the report and make further points quite helpful. I think 
this is may be a way for future committees to operate. Not all committees look at things with the positive 
approach of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee inquiry. Some things are very political and very 
controversial and would not do well airing them outside the conventional means of committees. But chairs and 
future chairs should consider carefully modernising the process and bringing back to the house any particular 
variations to the way that those committees engage in public debate. Let us face it: we engage in the public 
debate every day in this chamber. Committees are an extension of this chamber and should be no less immune 
from the requirement to ensure that we are relevant to the community we serve. Going out to Technology Park 
and tabling the report out there in a public forum was one example. I wonder whether in the future with the use 
of technology that we should not engage via social media as a committee is on foot to garner further broader 
public comment. That takes more management and more resources—I understand that—but it is a modern world 
and it is an ever-changing world. Parliament should always—dare I use that other clichéd word—be “agile” in 
approaches adopted in future committees’ work. 

Just to conclude that point, similar to other committee members, I thank Dr Loraine Abernethie, our principal 
research officer, and Michael Burton, research officer. The Abernethie–Burton show kept us on track, 
particularly in travel and organising evidence. As anybody who has been on a committee knows, such staff are 
vital to the operation of a committee and the quality of the work. I do not think any committee member would 
want the truth be told that they read every piece of evidence, read over every brief report and every transcript of 
every committee hearing for fear of being called a liar. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Every single word and comma! 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: Every single word, the member for Cockburn said he read! The committee staff are 
fundamentally important to it. 

My final point relates to committee accommodation. For nearly I think 20 years, the Legislative Council and 
Legislative Assembly have occupied leased buildings outside the precincts of the Parliament of 
Western Australia. I am advised by the Parliamentary Services Department that the in globo cost of running 
those two leased buildings off-site, including the maintenance, is nearly $3 million a year. We went through 
a long period of trying to extract ourselves from a lease on St Georges Terrace for ministerial offices for staff to 
occupy Dumas House, which is wholly taxpayer-owned accommodation. When we talk about offset cost of 
$3 million or thereabouts or its equivalent over that time for two buildings outside Parliament, I wonder whether 
it is not time that we apply that funding, that opportunity, to a better concentrated facility within the campus here 
on the Parliament. I just wanted to make that comment and to start the conversation, because it is controversial: 
politicians spending money on politicians, which is the way it is typically viewed in the public domain, is never 
easy, but it is something that really deserves our contemplation as we continue to make this Parliament relevant 
to the future and maintain its sovereignty.  
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