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ECONOMICS AND INDUSTRY STANDING COMMITTEE 
Fifth Report — “FLNG Safety Matters” — Tabling 

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [10.01 am]: I present for tabling the fifth report of the Economics and 
Industry Standing Committee, entitled “FLNG Safety Matters”. 

[See papers 2891 and 2892.] 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: It is my pleasure to table the most recent report of the Economics and Industry Standing 
Committee, “FLNG Safety Matters”. This report rounds out a lot of the committee’s work, which has taken us to 
the north of Western Australia and to the Northern Territory twice, the Netherlands, Scotland and Norway, and 
the shipyard at Geoje in South Korea where the Prelude vessel is being constructed. I can also add Ras Laffan 
Industrial City in Qatar to the list, which contains some 13 gas trains, two gas-to-liquid plants and a shipyard. 
I visited this recently as part of a separate study tour. I would like to thank the government of Qatar for agreeing 
to our visit; I understand that it is not always easy to visit this facility. 

To all the people we have met, talked with, and whose facilities we have looked over, I say here a simple 
thankyou. There are no secrets in safety, as the industry says, and I think the welcome we received supports that. 
I would also like to acknowledge the helpfulness and the cooperation of the companies with which we have 
spoken; local governments in the north of the state, particularly the Shires of Broome and  
Derby–West Kimberley; and the shire presidents, Graeme Campbell and Elsia Archer respectively. Similarly, 
I acknowledge the businesses and organisations we spoke to there: Broome Health Campus; the local chambers 
of commerce; the Kimberley Land Council; the Kimberley Development Commission; the port authorities in 
Broome and Darwin; and local businesses. I would again like to acknowledge the hard work and professionalism 
of committee staff, Dr Loraine Abernethie and Mr Michael Burton. I would also like to thank here my fellow 
committee members: deputy chair, Hon Fran Logan, member for Cockburn; Peter Tinley, AO, member for 
Willagee; and Jan Norberger, member for Joondalup. I understand that Shane Love, member for Moore, will be 
standing down to concentrate on his parliamentary secretary duties. I thank him for his time on the committee 
and for his straightforward, rational contributions. I thank all members for their enthusiasm and work. 

“Si vis pacem, para bellum” is a Roman adage that translates to “If you want peace, be prepared for war.” 
It sums up how the oil industry has to operate. If it wants safety, it has to be constantly thinking about disaster. 
Readers of the report may wonder why we have given a brief description of a number of major disasters from the 
oil industry, including Alexander L. Kielland, off Norway in 1980; Piper Alpha, off Scotland in 1988; 
Mumbai High North, off India in 2005; Montara, off Australia in 2009; and Macondo, or Deepwater Horizon, in 
the Gulf of Mexico in 2010. The brief description of the accidents is included in the report to show how quickly 
and seriously accidents out at sea can happen. Generally they result in loss of life and can have a massive 
environmental impact. They have all resulted in a change in the way safety is looked at, implemented and 
policed in the industry. There is no implication, in looking at these case studies, that this is where we are 
heading; they are there purely as signposts in the evolution of safety in the industry, and to demonstrate the 
importance of safety in the petroleum industry. 

The offshore petroleum industry is incredibly important to Western Australia. Without the industry’s output of 
oil and gas, our life as we know it now would literally grind to a halt within a few days. However, the offshore 
production of oil and gas can be hazardous. We can learn the lessons of history. It needs to be said, however, that 
floating liquefied natural gas is different and has some characteristics that need particular attention in safety and 
environmental protection. Again, we have been helped by Shell, which has had a positive, friendly and 
professional attitude to the committee’s work. Likewise, the industry organisation, the Australian Petroleum 
Production and Exploration Association, has been very helpful. 

This report has come about due to some safety concerns raised about the advent of floating liquefied natural gas 
production, which can be seen as both an evolutionary and a revolutionary step in gas production. Some people 
say it is both, which is probably correct. Shell’s Prelude facility, as we speak, has its 100-metre turret in place; 
the two boiler modules that will produce steam to power the facility are on it, and the first four subsea Christmas 
trees are in place. It is expected to be towed down to Australia in 2016 and be producing gas in 2017. I will not 
dwell on Prelude; the many firsts and the descriptions of its size and its engineering are well known. 

The report contains some 84 findings but only five recommendations. One of the peculiarities of the Australian 
federation is the fact that the state government is responsible for the first three miles of water, and then it becomes 
the responsibility of the commonwealth government. Thus, for Prelude, the safety case is studied and accepted by 
the National Offshore Petroleum Safety and Environmental Management Authority, a federal agency. A gas facility 
in commonwealth waters will pay no royalties to Western Australia, only taxes to Canberra. 
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I note here my appreciation that, for this second inquiry, NOPSEMA has been genuinely helpful and open to our 
committee. I acknowledge the support of the new NOPSEMA director, Stuart Smith, and the federal minister, 
Hon Ian Macfarlane. 

The first recommendation is quite simple: It asks that as soon as possible after Prelude’s commissioning, an 
emergency response exercise be conducted, based on the Prelude facility. The remainder of the 
recommendations ask the WA state government to place a range of issues onto the Council of 
Australian Governments agenda: 

The second recommendation asks that the WA government place on the COAG agenda the need for a lead 
agency for the coordination of necessary safety-related infrastructure and services. Safety plans are drawn up by 
companies, and rather than prescriptive government rules that sit around them, the companies themselves are 
very much the owners of safety, and in control. This grew out of the study of a number of the disasters 
mentioned above, in which the conclusion was that regulation by government did not work, and could in fact 
impede improvement in safety. However, as the number of facilities off our coast increases, there is a role for 
government to be involved in deciding whether additional facilities are needed onshore, and where. 

The third recommendation asks that the WA government place on the COAG agenda the need for additional 
transparency from NOPSEMA with emergency response plan information. Although safety plans belong to the 
companies and are commercial-in-confidence, the committee believes that they should be more accessible. 

The fourth recommendation asks the state government to place on the COAG agenda the need to develop 
a program to educate stakeholders about the emergency response responsibilities of government agencies. The 
committee discovered some ambiguity in the exact responsibilities of different agencies. 

The fifth and final recommendation asks the state government to place on the COAG agenda the need for a 
regional plan for offshore emergency response—one that considers the aggregate effect of multiple FLNG 
operations on safety infrastructure and the complexity of an emergency response involving concurrent multiple 
FLNG operations. Each facility will have its own safety plan. However, the government will need to play a role 
in considering response requirements when a number of different facilities are owned by different operators. 

In summary, I come back to the situation in which this industry takes place off an isolated stretch of the 
WA coast, but in commonwealth waters. With the exception of the Browse fields held by Woodside, virtually all 
revenue will flow directly to the commonwealth. The committee sees a need for some level of coordination in 
the development of necessary infrastructure on the coast. Since nearly all revenue will flow to the 
commonwealth, my personal view is that the commonwealth should pay most of the government’s share of the 
cost of developing the required facilities. The Economics and Industry Standing Committee does not make direct 
comment on the actual safety of the floating liquefied natural gas facilities. We looked at the vessel, the testing 
facilities in the Netherlands, and Shell’s track record, and note that Lloyds is its certifier, but our report is 
a snapshot in time and based on currently available information. The committee is, however, reassured that Shell 
has taken a great deal of care and has made considerable investment in the design of the Prelude facility. 

This report concludes the committee’s work, which has been entirely focussed on FLNG. The committee had 
intended to write a focused report on the opportunities that might flow from FLNG developments off the 
Western Australian coast. However, I think this report will be widened to look at the entire resources sector, but 
include FLNG case studies. I have personally enjoyed this work immensely. I have found the people I have dealt 
with in the industry genuinely helpful, and easy to get on with. It is an industry of incredible complexity, and 
I frequently thought that the industry achieves a moon-shot every day. I have pondered whether the technical 
complexity of the industry is matched only by the complexity of the legislation it operates under. Oil and gas 
production will become harder as the industry moves further offshore and into more extreme environments in 
years to come, as are the Shtokman fields off the northern Russian coast, and the deep ocean fields off Brazil. 

In conclusion, I have considered this work to be a privilege, and I genuinely extend my best wishes to Shell and 
the people who will bring Prelude into production. Thank you. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [10.11 am]: I rise to say a few words on the report. First of all I thank 
Dr Loraine Abernethie and Michael Burton, the committee staff, for once again putting into words the efforts 
and work the committee has done and the information that has been collected by the committee over a significant 
period. It has once again come up with a significantly important document of not only an overview of safety in 
the oil and gas industry of Western Australia but also an overall snapshot of the oil and gas industry and its 
approach to safety. It is a consolidation of information that has never been done before. It is very similar to the 
first FLNG inquiry which, again, was an overall consolidation of information about the oil and gas industry off 
the coast of Western Australia. That, too, had never been done by a single body. Congratulations to my fellow 
committee members and the chair of the committee, the member for Geraldton, on what was done, and I direct 
congratulations particularly to Dr Abernethie and Mr Burton. 
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One of the reasons the inquiry was needed was because Prelude, the floating liquefied natural gas facility that 
will be operated by Shell, at 600 000 tonnes is the largest floating structure in the world. It is the first mega-
processing facility of its type to be permanently moored offshore, 240 kilometres north of the 
Dampier Archipelago in the Kimberley. It will produce and hold on board both liquefied natural gas, other forms 
of gas in both gaseous and liquid states and light oil from the gas stream itself. It is not only the largest structure 
of its type in the world, it is, effectively, an LNG processing plant offshore in a very remote part of the 
Western Australian and commonwealth waters, with highly flammable fluids and gases on board. Firstly, as 
Captain Justice from the Broome Port Authority said, it is right in the path of most of the cyclones that pass over 
the north west of Western Australia. Secondly, it will be a permanently moored facility, and unlike previous 
floating production storage and offloading vessels that can be decoupled and can ride out a cyclone away from 
their station point, this facility—the largest floating structure of its type in the world—will be permanently 
moored in a stationary position. Its workforce will be on board always during the cyclone period. It will not be 
a de-manned facility.  

It will be the first of its type in Australia. When faced with severe cyclones, all facilities are de-manned. 
Prelude will not be de-manned. If we can imagine the situation Shell staff might find themselves in, they will be 
on a permanently moored facility, 240 kilometres from the first point of land, and a cyclone may hit or come 
close to it; helicopters will not be able to get out to them and standby support vessels will have had to move 
away from the path of the cyclone. After that, they are on their own; they cannot get off. That in itself may well 
be a good thing because probably the safest point the staff can be in a cyclone is on the vessel. However, the 
main question is: is the vessel competent enough to withstand a cyclone? Remember, we have heard on many 
occasions of category 5 cyclones in Western Australia passing over the Kimberley coast. I remind members that 
according to the Bureau of Meteorology, a category 5 cyclone pertains to wind-gust speeds in excess of 
280 kilometres an hour and its likely effect is “extremely dangerous” with widespread destruction. How does an 
organisation like Shell go about designing the largest facility in the world that is safe enough to contain people 
during a category 5 cyclone potentially hitting or going close to the vessel? We have to accept the reasoning and 
arguments put by Shell that it has been able to design such a vessel, because it has not been tested and we do not 
know whether it will work or not. I suggest members read page 126 of the report to see the safety layout of the 
FLNG vessel and how it has been designed to protect its staff in the event of a catastrophic cyclone either hitting 
the vessel or going close to it. 
Clearly, Shell has thought through these issues and designed the vessel to ensure that everything possible has 
been done to protect the lives of the people on board. That goes to the test and the safety assessments, and that is 
what this report deals with. It deals primarily with the regulatory situation in Western Australia and Australia 
and the capacity of bodies such as the National Offshore Petroleum Safety and the Environmental Management 
Authority to assess the safety cases that have been put forward by Shell. The Prelude vessel and other structures 
that will be moored to facilitate the Browse area have a safety case that is as low as reasonably possible, which is 
the ALARP or “as low as reasonably practicable” test. The safety case for Prelude has not been completed yet, 
but we will see what NOPSEMA says about the safety case. NOPSEMA has been working with Shell on the 
safety case assessment since the concept stage of Prelude. I have great confidence in the new director of 
NOPSEMA, Stuart Smith, formerly of the Department of Fisheries and the former Department of Industry and 
Resources. He has taken a rational view of the safety case that will be provided by Shell.  
One of the things that emerged clearly for the committee during its assessment of all the aspects around safety 
cases and the regulatory approach to incidents, particularly those involved with cyclones, fire or major incidents 
in offshore facilities, was that a significant number of jurisdictional bodies are involved in safety and regulation 
around what happens at sea, whether they be the Australian Maritime Safety Organisation, NOPSEMA or other 
bodies. From a commonwealth point of view, there does not seem to be an overarching body that actually 
coordinates an emergency response to a catastrophic offshore incident. Numerous regulatory bodies have 
responsibilities for their own jurisdictions, but there still seems to be some confusion. If an incident occurs 
affecting the lives of, say, in Prelude’s case, 150 people on board the floating liquefied natural gas facility 
240 kilometres off the coast, who has the overall responsibility to coordinate the emergency response for that? 
Immediately after an incident, it is the responsibility of the operator, but if the operator cannot deal with the 
issue, it may call on the government for support. It still does not seem to be clear who will coordinate all of the 
emergency response, and that is highlighted in the committee’s report. 
MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee) [10.22 am]: I will be very brief in my comments on this report. The 
Economics and Industry Standing Committee’s fifth report, titled “FLNG Safety Matters”, is one in a long line 
of reports about gas going back to the thirty-eighth Parliament. This report is more contemporary, but of course 
I am sure it adds to the work done by previous committees. Hopefully it adds to that history or lineage 
a reasonable contribution towards a better understanding of the sectors that provide the majority of wealth for 
this state. One could argue that the FLNG safety report itself, given there is no FLNG platform off our coast at 
the moment, is a work in progress. Many things are yet to be determined. It might be a bit premature. I might 
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find some evidence for that, and the lack of recommendations, or the number of recommendations, is a good 
example of that. It is very important because it sets the preconditions by which any subsequent review of safety 
would be undertaken by future Parliaments once the FLNG platform, particularly Prelude, is in place. 
I said I wanted to be brief. The one thing I want to say to any member who has a passing interest in this and cannot 
afford the time to read such a voluminous report is that they should go to chapter 11. To me, chapter 11 is probably 
the most important chapter of this report simply because it brings together in a conclusive way the single biggest 
problem identified amongst my committee colleagues—coordination. Everybody is probably aware that the first 
response and the safety case response, and the combat approach to it, as it is called in the industry—that is, first 
responders and incident responders—is the operator. But behind that there is a range of issues related to the 
complexity of jurisdiction and of course cross-silo coordination between various departments even within 
jurisdictions. In my thoughts, that was the single biggest problem with FLNG and gas generally offshore in 
Western Australia—not now, but into the future. The key issue is that Shell has already identified that it will design 
one, and build many, FLNG facilities. We will see where Browse goes, but there is potential in the very near future, 
relative to the time it takes to do these projects, that we could see multiple FLNG platforms off the coast. 
My personal view is I hope not. I hope Shell comes to its senses and sees some real value in bringing the process 
onshore and enhancing its social licence. But that is a separate part of the debate. 

The committee found during the course of its inquiry that there is no unity, in a reasonable context, for planning 
safety matters. The committee’s report refers to various bodies, not least of which is the Offshore Petroleum 
Incident Coordination Committee—OPICC—which has the remit for the National Plan for 
Maritime Environmental Emergencies. The title itself should not fill anyone with any great confidence because it 
is a committee. One of the things I learnt in a previous professional life is there is nothing more important than 
what we call the unity of command. That is, when things get really bleak, we must have a single point of 
authority to direct, control and respond. Well prior to an incident occurring, we would hope that that same sort of 
unity of command would be present in the planning consideration for the total infrastructure requirements and/or 
resources required for a credible threat response. If we have multiple FLNG platforms off the coast of 
Western Australia, in commonwealth waters, we are all politically and morally bound to make sure they operate 
under a coordinated, cogent plan that considers the infrastructure needs onshore—such as medical, evacuation, 
response, fire response—that are considered essential to respond to credible multiple incidents. 
A category 5 cyclone or higher is not something that is easily predicted. The reaction and displacement on 
people operating in this highly dangerous environment is fundamentally of itself worth a much more detailed 
examination as FLNG facilities come onstream. 

The principal thing around Prelude is that in a category 5 cyclone or weather event or, as Shell has planned, 
a one-in-10 000-year event, it will have the minimum number of staff. Even though it will destaff the platform, it 
will still have people on the platform during high-risk weather events. It is the only place in the world where 
those things are now contemplated. That in itself gives us pause to consider the ramifications of that. If, in 
a subsequent decision, it decides to destaff those platforms, what are the implications for an operating facility? 
There is a range of issues. It is pre-emptive, I suppose, to make conclusions around those issues. It is 
a worthwhile body of work. 

I appreciate the commitment by everybody on the committee in relation to the collaboration, as committed 
Western Australians to see a better outcome for Western Australia well beyond the gaze of what happens in this 
chamber. I would like to thank of course, as usual, the committee staff, Dr Abernethie and Michael Burton, who 
were absolutely instrumental in pulling together the research required for this report. Thank you very much. 

MR J. NORBERGER (Joondalup) [10.28 am]: I would like to spend a few minutes adding a little bit of 
commentary about the fifth report that has been handed down this morning by the Economics and Industry 
Standing Committee entitled “FLNG Safety Matters”. Before I get underway, I join my fellow committee 
members in thanking our secretariat, Dr Loraine Abernethie and Mr Michael Burton. I believe we are extremely 
blessed to have both Michael and Loraine on our committee. We really enjoy working with them. Their 
professionalism is a huge credit not only to them, but also this Parliament. I would also like to thank my fellow 
committee members and certainly our chair, the member for Geraldton. I have not had any other experiences 
working on other committees before, but I have to say I have really enjoyed the two years thus far working on 
the Economics and Industry Standing Committee. Members from all the different political persuasions—be it 
Liberal, National or Labor—have shown the ability to be united in relation to pursuing what we believe to be the 
best outcomes for Western Australia. It is an extremely enjoyable committee to work on and I thank my fellow 
committee members for that. 

Joining committee members who have already spoken, I would also like to thank the industry participants who 
took part in the formulation of this report. I would like to specifically point out that Shell was very forthcoming, 
very cooperative and very open in discussing not only the engineering and planning and design behind its 
Prelude facility, but also in generally being very accommodating in helping the committee through its 
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deliberations. I do not intend to go through the report in too much detail. I think the speakers who we have heard 
from already have given some really good highlights, and obviously our chair has gone through some of the 
recommendations. I believe this is a very comprehensive report, and I encourage people to have a flick through 
it. I definitely agree with the member for Willagee that if people have only enough time to read one chapter of 
the report, they avail themselves of chapter 11 of the report. However, there is one thing that I want to spend 
a couple of minutes on, and that is an observation that I arrived at during the committee process. That has to do 
with the current safety regime being one of objectivity, whereby the responsibility for safety sits firmly with the 
operator. That is a move away from a very prescriptive regime, which used to be the case pretty much up until 
the Piper Alpha disaster and the subsequent Cullen report, which identified that prescriptive safety regulations 
were very suboptimal, that they very much required the government of the day to take responsibility for staying 
up to date with what should be implemented in various situations, and that so long as an operator was able to 
show that they had met the guidelines or regulations of the day, in theory they had to do no more. After 
Piper Alpha, we have moved to a regime that I think is broadly accepted as being a much better regime. It is 
a regime that seems to have the broad support of industry. That regime is not prescriptive at all. It requires that 
every individual operator undertake whatever measures are deemed reasonable to reduce risk as low as 
reasonably practicable. We have heard already that the acronym that is used within industry is ALARP, which 
stands for “as low as reasonably practicable”. By its very nature, of course, it does not go into particular detail of 
what that would look like in any particular situation. It is really up to the incumbent of a particular facility to be 
satisfied that they have done whatever is reasonably practicable to reduce risk in that situation; and, if there was 
an investigation or inquiry after an event, the onus of proof would be on the operator to show that they believe 
they have achieved the ALARP level of risk reduction. 

The reason I want to dwell on that just for a moment is that although I think the whole notion of ALARP and 
objective risk management is very commendable and very good, it would be a mistake to suggest that if there 
were two projects and both projects had been, if we like, engineered and mitigated to a point at which the 
operators of both those projects considered them to be at the level of ALARP—that is, that the risk has been 
reduced to a level as low as reasonably practicable—it would be a mistake to then say that the level of risk of 
both those projects is equal. Both those projects might be ALARP, but one might still have inherently more risks 
than the other. Whimsical as it might be if, I would like to offer an example to prove the point. If we have two 
activities, and one activity is to send a person to the moon, and the other activity is to send a person to the beach 
for the afternoon, we can engineer and we can mitigate the risks for both those activities to as low as reasonably 
practicable. The person who goes to the beach will be given sunscreen and a hat, and perhaps go to the beach late 
in the afternoon when the sun is not so hot, and obviously the person who goes to the moon will be given all the 
equipment and life support systems that we would expect for that activity. Both those activities could be deemed 
to be at the level of ALARP. But I am pretty sure everyone would agree that we would not suggest that both 
those activities have the same level of risk. 
The only reason I mention that is that we have obviously heard from the proponents of floating LNG that the 
FLNG platforms have been engineered, designed and mitigated to a level that is compliant, in their view, with 
ALARP, and I am certainly in no position to argue with that. However, one of the interesting questions that will 
remain is: is working on or operating a floating LNG platform inherently more risky than working on or 
operating a land-based LNG facility? In fact, in the report, there is a very interesting visual schematic that shows 
the footprint, if we like, of what a land-based LNG processing facility looks like, and the separation of the 
variety of different elements that make up that facility. It also shows, to scale, the size of a floating LNG facility, 
which basically takes everything that we would have on land and brings it a lot closer together. I have no doubt 
that I share the same impression that Shell has gone to extreme lengths to engineer and take into account all 
manner of safety concerns and issues in relation to the design of its Prelude floating LNG facility. But I just 
thought I would share my own learnings and observations in relation to ALARP and say that I think it would be 
a mistake to assume that just because two projects have been engineered and mitigated to ALARP, that 
necessarily means they are both equally safe or both equally risky. 
Again, I thank the members of the committee for their contribution, and I commend the report to the house. 
MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Parliamentary Secretary) [10.36 am]: I would like to also commend the report of 
the Economics and Industry Standing Committee’s “Inquiry into Safety-related matters relating to floating 
liquefied natural gas in Australian waters off the Western Australian coast”, which has been tabled today. 
I would also like to express my thanks to the chair of the committee, the member for Geraldton, who as always 
does a very good job in leading and guiding the committee, and to the members for Cockburn, Joondalup and 
Willagee. In compiling this report we were ably supported by our staff, Dr Loraine Abernethie and 
Mr Michael Burton, and I thank them both for their diligence and good guidance. 
This committee in considering the safety matters surrounding floating LNG had the opportunity to travel 
overseas to Europe and South Korea. I have to say that despite all of the negative publicity that was around at the 
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time we travelled—about junkets et cetera for members of Parliament travelling overseas—that having been to 
visit Royal Dutch Shell in the Netherlands, and having discussed safety matters with authorities in the 
Netherlands, the United Kingdom and Norway, it seems to me that it would have been difficult for us to come up 
with a good result in this report without being exposed to those different regimes and without being able to 
discuss fully with Shell the development of the Prelude vessel. During our visit to South Korea, it was very 
important to look at how Shell has incorporated safety matters within the design of this relatively compact FLNG 
vessel, if we can call a 600 000-tonne vessel compact. But certainly when we compare this vessel with 
a traditional liquefied natural gas plant, this is a very compact operation indeed. 
I would not profess to be a safety expert or a technical expert on gas production, and it is not my place to decide 
whether this particular vessel or this particular process is safe. But having visited Shell, I walked from that 
organisation feeling quite confident than the culture of the organisation and the expertise of the people involved 
in the organisation would lead to as good a result as human beings could possibly plan. It was interesting while 
we were overseas to see how the different authorities structure their oil and gas industries in between the process 
of production and also titling of gas fields and oilfields, along with the regulation of safety and environmental 
matters. In most cases, there seems to be a separation between the organisation that is responsible for the 
promotion and the title administration of the gas fields and oilfields and the organisation that is responsible for 
safety and environmental matters. That is reflected offshore in Australia, with two separate organisations, the 
National Offshore Petroleum Safety and Environmental Management Authority and the National Offshore 
Petroleum Titles Administrator, performing those tasks, which contrasts to the situation onshore, with the 
Department of Mines and Petroleum in WA seeking to do both operations. Perhaps there is a lesson there that we 
might consider in the future. 

It is apparent that when organisations submit safety cases for scrutiny by government, oftentimes their projects 
are taken in isolation. One of the matters brought to the attention of the committee was a need perhaps for 
oversight or a whole-of-nation view of how the various proponents could collaborate better to provide the 
necessary infrastructure for the safe operation of their particular proposals. Certainly in the Kimberley and the 
north of Western Australia, once we leave the Pilbara area there is not a lot of infrastructure and there is not a lot 
of standard transport—airports and port facilities et cetera. Some of these will have to be provided. One of the 
important things that the committee noted was that at the moment there does not seem to be that overarching 
view of the industry. 

Overall, I commend the work that has been done on the report. I thank the members of the committee for the 
diligence with which they have conducted themselves and all those people with whom we came in contact, 
including the Shell organisation, the unions and the various safety organisations both here and overseas. I wish 
Shell and all those involved with the Prelude vessel and floating liquefied natural gas all the very best as they 
produce wealth for the people of Australia. 
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