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ECONOMICS AND INDUSTRY STANDING COMMITTEE 
Sixth Report — “Annual Report 2014–2015” — Tabling 

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [10.08 am]: I present for tabling the sixth report of the Economics and 
Industry Standing Committee titled “Annual Report 2014–2015”. 
[See paper 3412.] 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I would like to thank members of the committee for their work over the period: the 
member for Cockburn, the member for Joondalup, the member for Willagee, and the member for Moore, until 
14 May, and the member for Wagin after that. I particularly appreciated the member for Moore’s business 
background and his ability to think clearly and logically in a business-like manner. 
I thank also the committee’s staff, Dr Loraine Abernethie and Mr Michael Burton, for their continued hard work 
and, once again, their ability to think clearly. Our work is complicated, but it is worthwhile. 

Last October the committee tabled its report into the third tier rail issue. I continue to be disappointed that CBH 
is unable to come to an agreement on the use of rail and that it is still covered by a temporary agreement.   

Lines like our third tier are used by Watco in some 30 states of the United States, but of course the cost for doing so 
is not set partially by the cost of a new line, which completely lacks logic. It shows clearly that any privatisation or 
sale of government assets requires very clear scrutiny. If access is not gained for Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd to 
the rail, the result will be a massive increase in the road construction required in these areas. 

The committee also studied the issues of safety, as they relate to floating liquefied natural gas production. This is 
a fascinating industry, and the arrival of Prelude to work off the Kimberley coast will be a major milestone. The 
dramatic fall in the price of gas and oil over the last 12 months has placed another question over the future of the 
Browse fields. Like all Western Australians, I await with interest Woodside’s coming decision as to whether to 
develop the Browse fields with FLNG. I think the committee has had a full, productive year. We have tabled 
three reports and have taken evidence from, or were briefed by, 151 people. The committee split for travel, with 
not all members undertaking travel, the aim of which was to save money. As chair, I did undertake all travel, but 
I covered most of the Korean travel via my member of Parliament travel allowance, as did the member for 
Moore. The committee visited the government agencies in the Netherlands, Norway and Scotland that look after 
offshore oil and gas and many of the associated industries. I would like to thank all of the people who met and 
helped us during that time. We also visited Shell in the Netherlands and the Maritime Research Institute 
Netherlands, where the tank work for Prelude was undertaken. I would like to thank Shell for its helpfulness and 
openness during our inquiry. Some time back I noticed an article in, I think, The Australian suggesting that more 
federal members of Parliament should visit Norway, and I agree. I think visiting Norway should almost be 
compulsory for our federal politicians. The committee also visited Geoje in Korea to look at Prelude under 
construction. Once again Shell was very helpful, and it was a fascinating to see the largest floating object ever to 
be built under construction. 

The committee also visited Darwin, Broome, and Derby, again, to look at local infrastructure. I would like to 
thank everyone there who helped us there, and I would like to particularly mention the Shires of Broome and 
Derby–West Kimberley for their time, as well as the local business sector. 

We have broadened the scope of our current enquiry—rather than just focusing on opportunities from developments 
in FLNG, we have broadened it to include innovation in agriculture and food, mining and energy, and advanced 
manufacturing. In many ways this is a crucial issue for Australia. It will determine our economic future and 
standard of living, and I expect that our committee will be able to give a few pointers to help future growth. 

To finish I will briefly talk about the Australian car industry. One of the first industries a nation builds as it 
industrialises has traditionally been a car industry. Australia has been one of a small number of countries in the 
world able to design and build a car industry from the ground up; I think nine countries have been able to do this. 
I personally feel that the decision by the Abbott government to walk away from the Australian car industry has 
been a disaster at many levels. With the industry go a heap of other skills: advanced manufacturing, component 
building and production engineering—tens of thousands of jobs. These are skills across all industries that are 
vital to many. Additionally, replacement vehicles from overseas will simply add to our already massive overseas 
debt. Personally, I think it was a very bad decision and I think Australians will regret it for decades to come. 
MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee) [10.13 am]: Mr Acting Speaker — 
Mr J. Norberger interjected. 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: Seriously, the junior members of this committee! 
I will not delay the house unduly. I will quickly make a few remarks in relation to the work of the committee. It 
has been an absolute pleasure to be on this committee. It is my only experience on a parliamentary committee, 
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apart from the Parliamentary Services Committee, which is an experience all by itself! In terms of the formal 
aspects referred by the house, it has been an absolute pleasure to work on a committee that is completely 
committed in a bipartisan way to a better outcome and making a significant contribution to the body of 
investigative work of the Parliament for the purposes of both near and far targets. I suppose the key aspects here 
are the near and far objectives of the state as a society and an economy, and the economy is part of developing 
and enriching society. 
The three reports done in our time are all quite instructive in their own right. I want to make the point, as 
I always do when talking about committee work, that I understand that reports can sometimes be controversial 
and quite political, which is sometimes just the bump and grind of political life. However, sometimes reports 
make a contribution to either a point in history or point, using history, to where we might take the state, 
particularly in economics and industry. The three investigations we did during this period included the 
investigation into third tier rail or the Public Transport Authority’s management of the 49-year lease. That was 
instructive in how not to insert private capital into something of which there is only one; that is, there is only one 
rail network and we inserted a profit motive into that equation and took out flexibility for the state to grow and 
expand our grain freight network. That is a very pointed case study that sits there on the shelves as a history 
available for anybody in the future to refer to, and it can inform subsequent decisions. I particularly draw the 
government’s attention to that report on the issue of any potential sale of ports. 
Another inquiry was into the floating liquefied natural gas safety arrangements. The unique circumstances of the 
extraction of our one-time future FLNG resource are a very important aspect of the future of the economy of this 
state, not least of which is developing the skilled jobs required for post-construction support of these efforts. If 
anybody was to read that report, they would determine it is a work in progress. So much of the report was just 
a statement of where things are at a point in time because there is no FLNG facility per se. With Prelude and so 
on to come onstream soon, it will be an important light on what will be required to ensure that over the next 
10 and 20 years when there are potentially 10 of these very, very serious pieces of FLNG infrastructure off our 
coast, they are coordinated in a way that ensures the integrity of those operations, the safety of individuals and 
the protection of the environment in which they will operate. Friends of ours in the oil and gas industry have 
made anecdotal reference to the fact that the report into FLNG, which is quite interesting, is widely used now by 
members of the oil and gas fraternity as a reference document to capture a total narrative of what the safety 
infrastructure is for Australia and Western Australia, while highlighting some of the potential friction points 
between the national and subnational jurisdictional issues. It is really gratifying to hear that the oil and gas 
industry, which was a very big participant in the inquiry, is the direct beneficiary of the report and that members 
of those organisations have a single document to go to to understand once and for all what the history and 
potential issues are. 
I thank the other members of the committee and the committee staff, as the committee chairman did in his 
foreword. Loraine and Michael have been fundamental to the effective operation of this committee. The attitude 
of the member for Cockburn requires some reflection, I think, and could become an inquiry all by itself! But 
I look forward to a cooperative environment in the future. 
MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [10.20 am]: I thank the member for Willagee for those wonderful last few 
words. I will not talk about the member’s attendance at meetings of the Economics and Industry Standing 
Committee as that might be a bit embarrassing for the house, so let us not go there. I thank and acknowledge the 
chair, the member for Geraldton; a former member, the member for Moore, who has been replaced by the 
member for Wagin, who has done a sterling job on the committee; the member for Joondalup; and, of course, the 
member for Willagee, when he is not hiding. 
I will address one of the issues that the member for Willagee referred to that was part of the committee’s work 
on its 2014–15 annual report. In previous annual reports to the house on the work of the committee I have 
highlighted that the work undertaken by the Economics and Industry Standing Committee is very serious work 
and of a high quality and that the house should be very proud of it. The work that has been done by this 
committee, under the chairmanship of the member for Geraldton, is of a very high standard. Its reports have been 
used not only to challenge the status quo, for example, with tier 3 rail problems and the privatisation of the rail 
freight network in Western Australia, but also to educate and inform. The committee’s inquiry into the economic 
benefits of floating liquefied natural gas and the subsequent inquiry into safety matters relating to FLNG and the 
offshore oil and gas industry are heavy, serious issues, but the reports are written in such a way and are of such 
high quality that they have been recognised by many organisations outside the house as being a great 
contribution to the overall information flow about Western Australia and its economy and, specifically, the oil 
and gas industry. This work had never been done before. The committee has been doing great stuff, and I am 
proud and pleased to be part of the committee’s work. 
I come back to one point that the member for Willagee referred to in the last report of the committee, which has 
just been completed, “FLNG Safety Matters”. As the member for Willagee indicated, that report has been widely 
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welcomed by the oil and gas industry. The report includes a significant number of criticisms about the failings of 
the industry and of all tiers of government, whether federal, state or local government, and sets down issues that 
need to be addressed. The report does not whitewash the industry and say that the industry is doing everything 
correctly; the report highlights a number of gaps in safety relating to our offshore oil and gas industry, in 
particular, safety issues that may occur when catastrophes occur and there are serious incidents on offshore 
installations, such as explosions, cyclone damage, and abandoning the vessels or the installations. These are 
serious issues. 
The report has been welcomed by the industry to the point that Shell Australia, one of the main companies that 
came under the microscope in the committee’s examination, provides a copy of that report to all its new 
employees. Shell is saying that if someone wants to learn about the oil and gas industry and safety surrounding 
the industry, the committee’s report is a good report. It is a concise report that describes the entire oil and gas 
industry in Western Australia and the safety issues that can arise as a result of incidents. That is why I come back 
to the important work that the committee has done. 
The committee’s last report, “FLNG Safety Matters”, contains a number of recommendations and findings. 
These are not onerous and are not major points of criticism of either the federal or state government, even from 
a political point of view. There were suggestions, particularly to the state government, that it raise with its 
federal counterpart specific areas in which there are gaps in addressing safety issues, particularly during 
a catastrophic incident, and try to reach some agreement to achieve better coordination between federal and state 
resources should a catastrophe occur. The report does not insist that these things be done, but simply 
recommends that the state raise them with its federal counterpart through a Council of Australian Governments–
type meeting at which these gaps and problems, as identified by the committee and acknowledged by the 
industry, can be addressed and the ways in which they can be addressed. All of those recommendations and 
findings have effectively been dismissed by the state government. We can see the hand of the department all 
over the response from the minister. It is clearly not the minister’s response. We know that because he does not 
speak or write like that. His signature is on the bottom, but it is the department’s response. During the 
committee’s work, the department helped us with some of the recommendations in the report. It is beyond me 
why the minister would not pick up any of the report’s suggestions. 
At the end of the day, our recommendations are about making work and life safer for those people in the offshore 
oil and gas industry. The issues could not be more critical. The committee is saying that if a catastrophic incident 
occurs, certain things could go wrong, because it found that there is no coordination between the various safety 
groups to address them. The report said that if these things go wrong, people’s lives will be at risk. Those 
suggestions and findings were dismissed by the state government. Be it on the head of the state government 
should there be a catastrophe off our northern shores involving an offshore oil and gas platform, particularly if 
the incidents the committee has identified unravel in the way identified and people lose their lives. I for one will 
be holding the government to account, because the Economics and Industry Standing Committee has raised these 
issues as part of its work. The government should have dealt with these things seriously and the least the 
Minister for Resources Development should have done in his response to the committee’s work was to say, 
“I acknowledge what you’ve said. I will raise those issues in the next COAG ministerial meeting.” That is the 
least the minister could have done. If the minister is dismissed by his federal counterpart, fine, but at least he 
would have had a go. But, in response to the committee’s findings and recommendations, the minister has not 
even acknowledged that they are valuable enough to raise with his federal counterpart, which is dismissive, and 
the minister stands condemned. If worst comes to worst and a catastrophe occurs in that industry and people lose 
their lives because the issues the committee identified have not been addressed, the minister will have blood on 
his hands and so will the government.  
MR J. NORBERGER (Joondalup) [10.29 am]: I rise to add a few words on the tabling of the Economics and 
Industry Standing Committee’s “Annual Report 2014–2015”. As did my colleagues who spoke before me, 
I thank the other members of the committee, especially, our chair, the member for Geraldton. I am very grateful 
for his leadership and his professionalism; we are very blessed to have him as our chair of the committee. I thank 
also the member for Willagee, clearly, the senior member of the committee—I stand properly corrected—the 
member for Cockburn and, obviously, the member for Wagin. 
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Thank you, members. 
Mr J. NORBERGER: From the gentle banter it is obvious that it is a very harmonious committee. I am happy 
to stand corrected, but I do not think we have ever had to put anything to a vote. In the two and a half years the 
committee has been running, decisions have been unanimous. That is not to say that we have been dealing with 
trivial matters. We have heard from previous speakers that not only have reports produced thus far been critical 
to our state but sometimes, certainly in the rail report, there have been political sensitivities. Even in that 
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situation we worked together with the betterment of Western Australia always at the forefront of our minds. 
I would also like to thank our secretariat, Dr Loraine Abernethie and Mr Michael Burton. 
The previous speakers spent a few moments reflecting, if you like, on the reports that have been already tabled, 
so I do not want to go over that ground again. I will spend a few minutes looking forward in relation to the 
committee’s current inquiry into technological and service innovation in Western Australia. As much as the 
committee is excited, and indeed was excited to undertake this inquiry, it was not without some trepidation. I say 
that because we know that “innovation” is the buzzword at the moment and has been bandied around. We have 
a new federal Minister for Industry, Innovation and Science and an Assistant Minister for Innovation. The term 
is flooding our newspapers and online streams. I guess a good litmus test of that, as most members will know, is 
when a committee undertakes an inquiry and the secretariat sets about scanning the media on a daily basis to see 
whether there are any news articles relevant to that inquiry. Whereas for previous inquiries there might have 
been one or two articles in a week or a fortnight, we are inundated on a daily basis with reading material from 
our secretariat simply because the search engine picks up a lot of information in and around this area. We are 
therefore not shy of material; in fact, quite the opposite. So many inquiries, papers, reports and investigations 
have been done on innovation before, that I think one of the dangers is that the word “innovation” has been used 
so flippantly and broadly that no-one really knows what it means. We hear things such as, “We need to embrace 
innovation”, and funky new terms such as, “We need an innovation eco system”, “Disruptive technologies are 
good” and “We need to create innovation centres of excellence.” There is that phrase “centre of excellence” 
again. To this date, we have never been able to figure out what it looks like. There is also, “We need an 
innovation culture.” There are “incubators” and “accelerators”. There is an amazing amount of terminology 
around that such as, “We need to embrace the new economy.” 
One of the challenges for the committee has been that we are very cognisant of that fact. Going into this inquiry, 
next year when we table the report, we do not want to produce yet again just another report that mimics, if you 
like, the same old terminology of how wonderful and how great innovation is. We know it is, but as we have 
done with our previous reports, we want to add something tangible and meaningful. Number one, quite 
specifically: what is the role of the state government in innovation? In its most basic form, innovation is a new 
idea—someone coming up with either something new or a way of doing an existing something a bit differently. 
If we want that to happen in the marketplace, by definition, the private sector is a huge participant in that. Our 
universities and research institutes also are big participants. We know inherently that government always has 
a role at some level, but where is that? At what appropriate level should government be involved? If one is 
involved in the wrong area, government can actually get in the way. The other thing—I will give the member for 
Willagee the credit for this—is that we are also very cognisant that innovation that does not create jobs is not 
something we as a committee wanted to focus on. Let me give an example: a young, software programmer might 
come up with a new funky iPhone app and sell it on the App Store for $1. He then sells five million copies of the 
app and becomes a millionaire. That is great. I applaud that; it is fantastic. In that instance, if no other jobs have 
been created, how much has the broader economy benefited? Of course, he will spend his money and generate 
taxation income, but we are mindful of all the talk about needing to transition to the new economy on which we 
hear statistics about the jobs our children will have one day that do not exist yet. We hear also that we need to 
move away from heavy reliance on blue-collar work to more knowledge work. In that instance, we need to look 
at what a government has to offer to promote innovation that leads to job creation. If we have innovation that 
produces wealth for only a handful of individuals, the government will generate revenue and taxation revenue, 
but it will end up going through to the welfare system for the multitude of people who are not employed. I look 
forward to tackling this issue. We do not in any way underestimate that it will be a tricky issue to navigate, 
simply because the challenge for us will be to maintain a narrow focus. 
I express a certain amount of dissatisfaction that even in the previous inquiries we undertook, specifically the 
floating liquefied natural gas inquiries, we received a number of submissions in which companies were 
advocating how innovative they were and how much money they were investing into centres of excellence and 
innovation centres. Even in a completely unrelated inquiry, we were inundated with information about 
innovation. However, when the committee has undertaken a specific inquiry in that field, in which it has gone 
out to industry and to the public in general to ask where they would like the government to sit in that field, there 
has been a lacklustre response in some of the submissions that we have received or, more importantly, the 
submissions that we have not received from companies that we thought, surely, would have made a submission 
because two reports ago they were gushing with enthusiasm about how innovative their companies were. Now is 
the opportunity for those companies to share their pearls of wisdom to help make the broader economy better, 
but we do not hear from them. I do not know whether that is because, as I said earlier, innovation is almost in 
danger of becoming a throwaway, trendy word that encapsulates a whole lot of not a lot. Hopefully, as 
a committee we will be able to unpack that a little bit and deliver some succinct models, strategies and 
recommendations that have some real meat on the bone. We look forward to working on that over the coming 
months and reporting back to the house. 
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Again, I thank my committee members and I lend my support to the tabling of the committee’s annual report. 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin) [10.37 am]: I will make a brief comment on the presentation and tabling of the 
Economics and Industry Standing Committee’s “Annual Report 2014–2015”. I only recently joined the 
committee in about May, so I have not been involved in the committee’s previous reports set out in this annual 
report. I would like to say that the committee has done a fantastic job with those reports. The report on the grain 
freight issue was very useful to me as the local member in that area. I think the member for Cockburn mentioned 
the high quality of the committee’s work, and I have certainly seen that. I congratulate the chair of the 
committee, who is obviously running a good, harmonious committee. Good people are on it and I am excited 
about being involved in the committee. 

I say thanks to the member for Moore, who was a great contributor to the committee. He is a very smart person, 
as are all members of the committee. I admire them for their knowledge. Since I have been a member, on hearing 
people’s knowledge, I think that knowledge will ensure we have good results. I want to thank the member for 
Moore, who I think was very important to the committee. I am looking forward to continuing to work with the 
committee and on the inquiry into technological and service innovation in Western Australia that we are 
undertaking, which is in its early stages. It is a really interesting subject and the member for Joondalup made 
some really good points. I think members of the committee are all learning a lot; I certainly am as a new 
member. I look forward to our future work on the committee.   

I also congratulate the members for Willagee and Girrawheen for having their Dockers colours on! I take the 
opportunity to wish both our teams all the best on the weekend. It is a really big weekend for sport and 
particularly football in WA. I am actually a member of both clubs; I have a wife and two daughters who support 
the Dockers, while two other daughters and I support the Eagles, so our family is completely split! I think that is 
all part of it, and that it is wonderful for the state. I look forward to my next period with this committee, which 
I think has done some great work. 
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