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SKILLED LOCAL JOBS BILL 2011 

Second Reading 
Resumed from 6 April. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [4.01 pm]: I indicate that I am not the lead speaker for the 
government; the lead speaker is the member for Riverton, but I will make a few initial comments. The 
government is sympathetic to the intent of this bill. We would all like to see higher levels of Australian, and 
particularly Western Australian, content or participation in major resource projects. A number of motions were 
moved on this issue late last year and earlier this year, and I spoke on of all those, therefore I will not repeat what 
I said, other than to simply reiterate the point that the world has changed. We still get relatively high rates of 
local content on traditional mining projects, and indeed, as we see with the current expansion of the iron ore 
industry, a lot of that work will naturally flow on to the traditional fabricators in Western Australia and I would 
not underestimate that. Last year Western Australia’s iron ore production was in the order of about 408 million 
tonnes. Most people in the steel industry expect that China’s steel production, which is about 580 million tonnes, 
will reach about 1 100 million tonnes before it plateaus. The implication of that is that iron ore production in this 
state is likely to double during the course of this decade, bearing in mind that we supply about 40 per cent of 
China’s imports. Therefore, there will be an enormous amount of investment in iron ore and all its supporting 
infrastructure from big companies such as Rio Tinto, BHP, Fortescue Metals Group, Hancock Prospecting and a 
plethora of smaller companies. It will be similar in other areas such gold mining, nickel and so on. Those areas 
are not so much the issue. The issue has come to light—I compliment the opposition for raising the issue as it 
has—more because of this new generation of liquefied natural gas projects. While local content levels in the 
traditional mining sector are around 85 to 90 per cent, which is a good result, and while traditionally in the 
petroleum industry or the LNG sector they have been 60 per cent, they have dropped below those levels. That is 
probably borne out in particular by some of the early work being done on the Gorgon gas project. The reasons 
for this, which are pretty well understood, are modulations in the industry and the now very competitive and 
competent offshore fabrication yards, which have enormous capacity compared to local yards or even any yards 
in Australia. There have been issues about global companies, global designs and preferred contractors. The 
world’s biggest petroleum companies always have a multiplicity of projects concurrently under construction 
around the world and they tend to deal with the same companies internationally. Indeed, the lack of capacity 
within the industry during the previous period tended to spawn investment. The large companies also award 
contracts to Australian or Western Australian companies, which then take the work offshore.  

It is true that most of the fabricators I talked to at the end of last year and the beginning of this year had very low 
levels of capacity. I listened to what members opposite said, particularly the member for Cockburn, and as 
members know I went to the workshops. I walked around. I looked at the yards. I talked to the management. I 
talked to the supervisors, and I talked to the guys on the shop floor. A number of things came out of those 
conversations. The workers were obviously very skilled and experienced. I remember talking to one group of 
workers and they said to me that they were in their mid-50s and beyond the stage of going to work on a Pilbara 
construction site. They said that they had done it in their time, but that it was for young blokes to do, and I 
understand and respect that. They were looking for that work to be present in the fabrication yards, and that 
needs to happen. As members know, and as I have said before, when I came back from my visit I met with the 
minerals industry, the petroleum industry and the lead contractors. I then persuaded the heads of the four biggest 
companies—Woodside, BHP, Rio Tinto and Chevron—to go down to the workshops with the minister 
responsible for local content, Hon Simon O’Brien, and me, which they did without fanfare. We sat down and we 
talked, and then we toured the workshops. Out of that process various undertakings were made to break up some 
of the work to ensure that work given to Australian firms is not sent offshore and to audit all contracts, and we 
are starting to see some of that work flow through. One of the workshops I visited was that of Civmec 
Construction and Engineering—admittedly it was still being completed. When I first went there at the beginning 
of the year it was at about three per cent of its capacity. I went back recently to open the now completed shed 
and it was busy. The workforce, from memory, was made up of about 150 people and the company is looking at 
taking on about another 100. Work, particularly from Gorgon, was being done not only in the shed, but also 
outside the shed because they could not fit inside; therefore, the work is flowing.  

Many of the projects talked about in this place and in the media have not yet commenced. Final investment 
decisions may have been made on some projects but other projects have not even got to that point. Projects such 
as Wheatstone Gas Project, Browse LNG Precinct, Pluto 2 and 3 and others have not started. Even the rapid 
growth projects and the expansions in iron ore have not started. I am confident that pretty much all of them will 
start, but as yet, they have not started. The work will take some time. Most people in the industry expect to see a 
significant pick-up in the amount of steel fabrication towards the end of this year. It is just about the timing of 
the projects as Gorgon and other projects start moving into that phase. The government recognises the problem. 
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Local content in petroleum is not as high as it has been for all those reasons. We are revamping the industry 
capability network, and Hon Simon O’Brien is dealing with the issue. I undertook to prepare a report on local 
content, and I think the minister will be tabling that today in the upper house—it is his report to table. Therefore, 
we are keeping to our commitments. We are working with the major proponents of resource projects and with 
the industry. That is important.  

I also make the observation, which has been made in this house, that although the construction phase of the 
project is the one that attracts attention, the real long-term security and continuity of work comes from 
maintenance, and that a number of the service companies and mining companies in this state have concentrated 
not so much on construction, but on mining services: contract miners, maintenance and so on. They have 
succeeded and are doing very well. We do not need to take too much of an insular view. Western Australia is 
arguably the world’s leading mining economy and we are becoming increasingly important in petroleum. We 
have companies in Western Australia that operate globally. WorleyParsons started here and is now one of the 
world leaders in major project work. A company like Ausdrill—I may get the numbers wrong, I am relying on 
memory—employs probably 2 500 workers, with probably over 1 000 workers in the developing African 
nations. A similar company whose name escapes me has a similar story. Western Australian software companies 
now dominate the world’s mining software market. I wonder how we might react in this Parliament if some of 
the developing African nations passed measures to prevent Western Australian companies from working in 
Africa. We would be a bit incensed. We would be talking about the World Trade Organization and free trade and 
all this other stuff. We would be arguing the opposite of what we have been arguing today, because our 
companies are now going international and that is the way the industry will grow.  

We do not support this bill. We support the intent of what the opposition is trying to propose. Through the 
industry capability network, we will again look at some of the provisions within state agreements. We are 
prepared to do that in good faith. The opposition’s approach is prescriptive, even punitive. If companies are 
required to indicate levels of local content up-front, do members reckon they will go high or low? They will go 
low. They will specify low levels so that they are easily achieved; that is what will happen. The other reality, if 
the opposition is talking about state agreement acts, is that there is usually a considerable gap between the 
passing of a state agreement and the construction of the project. A lot will change in that time. Companies will 
not make or even be able to make those sorts of commitments up-front. We understand some of the reasonable 
intent. We are very sympathetic to this issue, and we are putting a lot of effort in government to raise areas of 
local content, but we are dealing with the here and now and trying to improve the result. 

Let us look at Labor’s record. Members on this side of the house might make some comments. The project that 
has probably attracted most attention is not Gorgon, it is CITIC Pacific. The union leaders have talked about 
footpaths being imported from China. That project was well under construction at the time of the change of 
government. Where was this view about local content being tough on the companies in the red? Labor is born 
again in opposition. It is suited to opposition, because it does not do what it says when it is government. 

Again, we do not dismiss the issue at all. We support the intent of what the opposition is trying to do, but we do 
not support the particular provisions of this bill. Other members will add to that. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [4.11 pm]: I just want to respond up-front to what the Premier has had to 
say about the Skilled Local Jobs Bill 2011. I know members of the opposition want to speak, and I want to hear 
them speak. I want to bring this bill to a vote at some point, not necessarily today. However, I want to respond 
up-front to what the Premier has had to say, because the Premier has set out the government’s view of this 
legislation; that is, the government will not be voting for this legislation. Whilst the Premier uses weasel words 
and fluffs around the issue and says, “We support the attempt”, “We think what you are trying to do is good”, 
and “Congratulations on doing it”, the government is not going to vote for it. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That’s right. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: “That’s right”, the Premier says. People need to understand that this sensible, reasonable 
and well drafted—the government’s parliamentary counsel drafted this legislation—Skilled Local Jobs Bill will 
not be supported by the Premier of Western Australia. 

I want to deal with a couple of the things the Premier said. One of the things he has continually said is that there 
is no resources boom in Western Australia. Two or three thousand people stood at the front of Parliament House 
and heard the Premier use those words. On numerous occasions the Premier has said that there is no resources 
boom in Western Australia. I want to put some context around that. When the Labor government left office, 
unemployment in this state was 2.2 per cent—a historic low. It is now in the mid-four per cent range. In other 
words, it has doubled since the Labor government left office. In electorates like mine, and in the electorates of 
the member for Cockburn and the member for Kwinana, the percentage of youth unemployment is in the teens. 
The overall unemployment rate in the member for Kwinana’s electorate is eight per cent or nine per cent. In my 
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electorate it is six per cent or seven per cent. There is a big pool of people out there who are in the market to get 
a job, yet the Premier says there is no resources boom.  

I will tell members what the federal Leader of the Opposition, Tony Abbott, had to say on that subject. A few 
weeks ago, when asked by Russell Woolf on 19 April 2011, Tony Abbott, your federal leader, said this — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: He is your federal leader, Tony Abbott—Leader of the Liberal Party. Does anyone support 
Tony Abbott over there? No, they do not support Tony Abbott. That is news to me. I will tell members what 
Tony Abbott said. 

Mr B.J. Grylls: Do you support Martin Ferguson on this issue? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No, I do not. I do not support Martin Ferguson on this issue, and he needs to listen a bit 
more to people who actually live in this state. I will tell members opposite what Tony Abbott had to say on the 
Premier’s claim that there is no resources boom in Western Australia. This is what he said to Russell Woolf — 

… Russell … this is a resources boom, the likes of which our country has never seen. It’s really the 
modern day version of a gold rush and what we’re seeing up in the Pilbara and on the North West shelf 
is a resources explosion on an epic scale … certainly the most extraordinary expansion in Australia’s 
history and possibly one of the most extraordinary economic phenomenon on the face of the Earth right 
now … 

But there is no resources boom according to the Premier. Tony Abbott said it is “the most extraordinary 
expansion in Australia’s history”. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: If you were sensible, you would read my paper to the Baker institute. When I finish my paper, 
I am going to give a talk on it somewhere else. You might read that too. Then you might understand the cycle of 
the development in the state. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Is that the one where you said you flew over Barrow Island with the Chinese Premier and 
said, “This is where we are going to put a gas plant.” Is it that one? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, that has never happened. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: In any event, Tony Abbott had that to say. However, a large number of people are 
unemployed, particularly in the southern suburbs of Perth. A large number of fabrication workshops are not 
properly occupied; we all acknowledge that. We have heard the figures from some of those fabrication 
workshops before. People have invested their money. Medium and small enterprises are not getting their fair 
share of the jobs out of this resources boom, yet three years ago unemployment rates were half the rate they are 
now. What is the problem? 

We are not getting enough out of the resources boom that Tony Abbott says is one of the most extraordinary 
phases of economic growth in the history of the world. This legislation is designed to ensure that Western 
Australians get greater benefit out of this resources boom that is going on in Western Australia today. That is 
what this bill is designed to do—to ensure that ordinary mums and dads, people looking for jobs and people 
coming out of schools and TAFE colleges have an opportunity to get a decent job out of this resources boom, 
which Tony Abbott himself says is the most extraordinary economic expansion in Australia’s history and 
possibly on the face of the Earth. 

What is it that the government objects so much to in this legislation? All it requires is for those major projects to 
put in place skilled work agreements that set out what they are going to do to ensure local content. It makes those 
people who are undertaking these major investments in mining and petroleum and gas projects around Western 
Australia to set out and think about local content. And the Premier leaves! I am responding to the Premier’s 
speech, which is quite reasonable, and he leaves the chamber. Let that be noted. Those people will set out what 
sort of arrangements will be put in place to ensure that the Australian manufacturing industry gets the benefits of 
those projects. These are the resources of Western Australia. Surely we can simply ask those major corporations 
to set forward what they are going to do to ensure that Western Australian firms get some of the manufacturing 
benefits of those projects. That is what this bill does. 

It might require some hours of work. What will be interesting is whether the National Party will vote for it. 

Mr B.J. Grylls: No. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Let it be known that the National Party does not support local jobs. All its members know 
how to do is fly around in a jet while putting out press releases. That is all they know how to do. Will the 
member for North West vote for this legislation? That is another question. He was elected a Labor member and 
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with the support of this side of the house. Will he now vote for this legislation? It will be very important to see 
what he does in this matter, because the National Party of Western Australia is letting down ordinary working 
people in this state. 

I want to deal with another issue that the Premier raised. 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We know your position. You will not stand up for Western Australian workers. We know 
your position. 

Mrs C.A. Martin interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Madam Acting Speaker —  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): The member for Rockingham has the floor. It is really not very 
attractive yelling at each other across the floor.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier asked what African countries will do when Australian corporations want to 
go in there and work, if we put forward this sort of legislation. I have a couple of small pieces of advice for the 
Premier. First of all, the letter that the Premier is sending to people who write to him about these issues states 
that the government is bound by the rules of the World Trade Organization, which restricts local content 
measures. Firstly, the rules of the World Trade Organization are not applicable here; and, secondly, this would 
not infringe its rules if they did apply. This bill does not mandate local content. I have set out what this bill does. 
It should not frighten business. The bill says to business that it needs to think carefully about what it does for 
local jobs and local manufacturing. Therefore, the Premier’s letter that he sends everywhere is incorrect.  

I will refer to another publication that I have here, “Business Pulse”, by the Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
of Western Australia. When the Premier asks what will happen in Africa, the CCI has the answer. The article 
reads — 

... there are many people who feel local firms are missing out on the benefits of the State’s strong 
growth — 

That is referring to the growth in Western Australia. Then the article refers to local content measures around the 
world and mentions Nigeria. The article reads — 

Through its Local Content Policy launched in 2006, Nigeria has an explicit 70% local content 
component for all oil and gas projects in its jurisdiction by 2010.  

Dr M.D. Nahan: Do you suggest that we follow Nigeria’s role?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member for Riverton is not listening.  

Dr M.D. Nahan: I am. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: For a bloke with a PhD, you’d think you’d be a bit smarter and listen to what I just said. I 
said that the proposals which are contained in this bill are quite explicit; they do not mandate local content —  

Dr M.D. Nahan: Yes, they do.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am sorry, what was that?  

Dr M.D. Nahan: No, go ahead. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am sorry; I defer to the guy with the PhD—he is so brilliant!  

Our proposals in this legislation are quite plain. I have set out what they are. The Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry of Western Australia says that local firms are missing out on the benefits of the state’s strong growth, 
and then it sets out the local content provisions in Nigeria. When the Premier says that we cannot put in place the 
moderate, reasonable and sensible measures that are contained in this legislation because they might do 
something in Africa, according to the CCI—not the Socialist Alliance—there is already a firm, local content 
policy in Nigeria—of all places. All I would say to the Premier is that his arguments are spurious. The Premier 
needs to get the facts straight before he comes into this place and makes statements like that. The Premier’s 
statements are wrong.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: If you pause for a few seconds, I will help you out.   

Mr M. McGOWAN: No; the Premier has had his say. As I recall, the Premier does not like people interjecting 
on him —  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I was going to provide the information. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: I would appreciate a little bit of the same courtesy that the Premier requests from others. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I will just go then.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier is storming out again!  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members!  

Mr P.C. Tinley: Take it outside! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, whoever said that. Members, please keep the conversations down. I 
would like to hear the member for Rockingham.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: While the Premier has stormed out in his normal petulant fashion and is not prepared to 
listen to what other people have to say, I want to say to members of the Liberal and National Parties that this is a 
great opportunity for them to do something to assist local content and local jobs. This will not threaten 
investment or enterprise in Western Australia. Indeed, the sorts of things that threaten business investment and 
enterprise in Western Australia are wild statements by political leaders that are not based on fact or any proper 
policy framework, as we saw from the Premier at the recent event at the convention centre. I suggest to members 
opposite that this is their chance to stand up for local jobs and to support fabrication and manufacturing in 
metropolitan and country Western Australia.  

The arguments that are used against this legislation do not recognise the reality that Western Australian firms are 
missing out at present from the resources boom that Tony Abbott says is one of the most extraordinary on the 
face of the earth. I urge all parties—the Liberal Party and the National Party—and the federal government to 
recognise that we have a level of unemployment and a large number of businesses and people who have invested 
their money who are missing out. I include Martin Ferguson in this; he needs to listen to what we say. We are 
closer to the ground and to what people in medium to small enterprises here in Western Australia are saying. 
Martin Ferguson needs to listen to what we are saying and not to the scaremongering put around by some people, 
including members opposite, who are opposed to the reasonable and sensible measures that are contained in this 
legislation. If members opposite do that and if they read the legislation to see what it entails, they will see that it 
is a reasonable and sensible way forward. It is not the Nigerian approach. It is a reasonable, sensible, moderate 
and modest but practical way forward to secure more local content in Western Australian mining projects that 
everyone in Western Australia should benefit from. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [4.25 pm]: I stand to speak against the Skilled Local Jobs Bill 2011. The bill is 
not sensible. It is not well drafted or well targeted. Indeed, if put in place, it will be counterproductive to the 
supposed aims of the opposition.  

If this bill were passed, as the Premier indicated, there are two possible outcomes—the proponents would put in 
a very low bid for local content or they would be induced, forced or otherwise to put in a very large committed 
bid. This is not just a bid; it is a statement of detailed level of local content required far in advance of the project 
underway and which is backed up by penalties. If this bill were put in place, it would deter investment in projects 
in this state. In aggregate, it would destroy local jobs and increase sovereign risk in this state. As I heard the 
Leader of the Opposition state on radio today, sovereign risk is a very vital thing in this state; in fact, besides our 
resource-based competitive industries, it is one of our most precious assets.  

This bill says a lot about the opposition. Local content is a very important issue. There are many industries that 
are doing very, very well, and there are sections of the local industry that are not doing as well and are 
struggling, but this bill does not approach that problem. In fact, this bill is political posturing rather than good 
policy. A weakness in this bill is that it focuses on only a very narrow section of the local content industry, and it 
does so purposely.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Read the bill! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I have.  

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Hang on! Let me go through this!  

Mr P.C. Tinley: Use your 60 minutes to have a read, mate!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Local content is an issue. In reality, if we look around we will see how well we are doing in 
the mineral, oil and gas sector. The mineral sector is growing rapidly and has been for seven or eight years. 
There is an unprecedented level and number of projects on the boil—some of them have not hit yet—and some 
that are ongoing. Let me put on the record that the level of local content overall is very high; in fact, in certain 
areas it has come down from the previous level and in general is quite high. Historically, overall the levels of 
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local content was between 75 and 85 per cent for most projects; it was lower for oil and gas. In the major iron 
ore projects led by the two majors, BHP Billiton Ltd and Rio Tinto Ltd in recent times, local content has been at 
that 75 to 80 per cent. I might add that local content is not just Western Australia, but also the eastern states, and 
given the number of fly in, fly out workers it is hard to disentangle those. With the new iron ore projects, 
particularly CITIC Pacific Mining and Fortescue Metals Group Ltd, the local content has declined. I agree there 
are issues with CITIC Pacific, which I will go into a bit later—the local content is down to 71 per cent. CITIC 
Pacific probably has the lowest amount of local content of all the major iron ore projects. Historically, liquefied 
natural gas in particular has had a lower percentage of local content than iron ore production. The local content 
for the production of train 4 for the North West Shelf was in the vicinity of 70 per cent, which is very good. 
Those who have been around for a while know that that did not just happen; it occurred as a result of a 20-year 
exercise by governments of both political persuasions to help local industry get up to scratch to design and build 
the trains and much of the infrastructure for train 4. We were successful at doing that. As a result, the local 
content levels in the LNG industry grew dramatically over that time and reached 70 per cent. Later, I will refer to 
the terms of the previous government, which allowed—it did not fight very hard—train 5 to be manufactured at 
Reading, England. As a result, the local content for train 5 and the Pluto train dropped to 45 per cent. 

The local content for projects operating in Western Australia is 80 per cent, which comprises 88 per cent from 
Western Australia and 12 per cent from the eastern states. I have mentioned BHP Billiton. The Argyle Diamonds 
underground expansion is 98 per cent WA local content and two per cent local content from the eastern states. 
That is 100 per cent local content. BHP Iron Ore’s RGP4 project is 95 per cent Australian content and its RGP5 
project is 94 per cent Australian content. Iluka Resources Ltd is 100 per cent local content and Australasian 
Resources Ltd is 88 per cent local content. I could go on and on. In other words, in many of our aggregate areas 
we are doing very well. In fact, the local content of downstream processing industries in Western Australia is a 
success story; those industries are doing well. The current environment is tough because the dollar is very high 
and costs are high.  

A major focus of the commonwealth budget was that we are running out of people. We have a drastic and 
growing shortage of skilled people, particularly in the industries that are providing services to the growing 
resource sector, and the construction sector in particular. The Gillard and Barnett governments are implementing 
a raft of policies to try to get more people into the sector and to increase the number of apprentices. The reality is 
that there is a drastic and growing shortage of labour in these areas. The data shows that of all the skilled trades, 
the greatest shortage of labour is in the metal trades. The shortage of skilled labour in the metal trades, which are 
relevant to the fabrication and other aspects of this sector, is the largest and most extreme shortage of all the 
trades in Australia. It is estimated that there is a shortage of 11 300 skilled metal tradesmen Australia-wide, and 
that number is growing. We have a lot of challenges but, overall, the local content industry is doing very well. 

One of the weaknesses of the Skilled Local Jobs Bill is that it focuses on a very narrow aspect. Local content is 
not just the fabrication, manufacturing, construction and design industries; it includes geophysicists, geologists, 
drillers, accountants, financiers, lawyers, architects, people who do electromagnetic exploration, project 
specialists and people who build houses. It is a vast industry that is being developed. Many of those industries 
are doing well. The Premier mentioned Ausdrill, which is in my electorate of Canning Vale. It is doing very 
well. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler: Your electorate? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler: It is more like it is in my electorate. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Ausdrill started in Kalgoorlie but the plant is in Canning Vale. Ausdrill is one of the great 
local content success stories. It started in Kalgoorlie by providing drilling services to the expanding goldmining 
companies. It has made innovations and built rigs, and it now has a close association with all the major mining 
firms. As the Premier said, that company is servicing the growth of mining in Africa. This is a success story that 
we should be championing. We should not be saying, “Woe is me; everything is falling apart and we are not 
getting our fair share!” The opposition should talk to the workers at Ausdrill. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The member for Warnbro laughs, but that company employs hundreds of skilled people. 

There are local content problems in certain sections of some industries, and we have do deal with those 
effectively and constructively, but this bill does not do that. It is lazy. What does the bill do? Some members 
have argued that it is modelled on Canadian legislation; it is not. The bill provides that large resource projects of 
more than $200 million and associated infrastructure such as electricity generation, for example, must come 
before government and that a local content agreement must be reached. That local content agreement must 
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specify certain things and those agreed levels of local content must be met. If they are not met, the company 
faces a penalty. Is that not a mandate? It is not the same as the mandate introduced by the Nigerian government 
that stipulates that there must be 40 per cent local content, but it does tell firms that they must agree to a certain 
level of local content of a specified and restricted nature and that, if they do not meet those requirements, the 
companies will be penalised. That is a mandate. The opposition does not like to use that word, but that is tough 
luck because that is what it is. The former president of the Australian Council of Trade Unions, the federal 
Minister for Resources and Energy, said that he does not support the mandates for local content in the 
opposition’s bill. 

Mr P. Papalia: He is about as across it as you are. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: He was referring to the opposition’s bill. The real weakness of the bill—I do not think 
members opposite have thought it through at all—is that when these local content agreements are developed, 
they must specify the number and type of skilled local work required. In addition, the bill requires the agreement 
to list the number of person hours required for each type of work. The agreement must also state the number of 
person hours and what types of work are located in which regions. The agreement must also specify the type of 
standard—whether it is an Australian, Japanese or British—under which the infrastructure will be designed. 
When does all this have to be done? For decades in Western Australia we have operated by entering into an 
agreement with companies on these types of projects. That agreement covers a range of things, including access 
to land and native title. Those agreements then come to Parliament to be ratified. That has been the basis for the 
success of our industry because it assures both sides of their tasks and what they have agreed on, and it reduces 
sovereign risk. It is an excellent idea. The previous government had a tendency to move away from those types 
of agreements. I believe that was an error and that we should have more of them. One of the characteristics of 
these agreements is that they are often agreed to far in advance of the commitment to the project—often years or 
even a decade. They are also agreed to before the project is defined in terms of its size and scale and the type of 
infrastructure required, before Environmental Protection Authority approvals are given and often before financial 
approval by the corporations. Gorgon is an example. If I remember correctly, the agreement that underlined the 
Gorgon project was entered into in 2002–03. It did not get final approval by the joint venture partners until 2008. 
During that period, the project dimensions changed dramatically. If this bill had applied at that time, it would 
have required Gorgon and its joint venture partners to enter into a detailed local employment process far in 
advance of knowing what it was going to do. It would have required the Gorgon project to specify in detail the 
type of work, the person hours and the regions. It would have been an impossibility. 

Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Willagee, the member for Riverton has the floor. Please do not yell 
across the chamber. 

Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It would have required Gorgon to specify the impossible. It would not have had any idea. 

Point of Order 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I offer the member a copy of the bill so that he can return to discussing the matter. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): There is no point of order. Members, there are to be no more 
interjections like that. Member for Riverton, would you please continue with the debate. 

Debate Resumed 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: This bill would have required the joint venture partners of the Gorgon project—which, as we 
all know, was a tough project to get over the line—to commit to the impossible, and they would not have done 
so. If this bill had applied to the Gorgon project at that time, the project would not have gone ahead. We could 
say that they might have just put in a very low bid, and it might have satisfied the government at the time. But 
the intent of this bill means that there would have been real pressure on the Gorgon project going ahead. That is 
the essence of the problem with this bill. 

There is another weakness in the bill. Gorgon and the joint venture partners do not do the contracted work 
themselves. They have feed programs. They contract out to major contractors such as United, Clough or 
WorleyParsons, which in turn contract out that work. They have no capacity or desire, and nor should they, to go 
to Clough or WorleyParsons and dictate to them what technology they will use or, more importantly, how many 
people with what types of skills they will use or whether the structure will be built in Geraldton or Kalgoorlie. 
That is what this bill would do. It is ridiculous. It would be funny if it were not serious, because this bill is 
threatening the future of this state. It is not just Gorgon. It would have affected Pluto, Wheatstone, Fortescue 
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Metals Group’s expansion, CITIC Pacific and Rio Tinto. These guys opposite know it, and they know it because 
they were in government when all these projects got the go-ahead. What did they do? 

Mr F.M. Logan: Our workshops were full. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I will get to the workshops in a moment. Members opposite did little. They certainly did not 
do this. In fact, if we look at their record, we find that they watered down local content. I will give two 
examples—train 5 of the North West Shelf and CITIC Pacific. Members opposite cannot run away from these 
things. As I indicated earlier, the local content level on train 4 was 70 per cent. That was only the outcome of 
decades of work. Train 4 of the North West Shelf by the Clough-led joint venture was produced a little above 
cost but on time. Train 5 was identical except that it was stick built. I believe that Clive Brown was the Minister 
for State Development at the time. It was a lineball issue. It was debatable whether a locally built project was 
more costly than it being done overseas. The fight was about whether we should stand up for local design for 
train 5. There were a couple of reasons for doing that. Not only did it generate a lot of high-value local content 
design work, but also it was recognised at the time that if the project were designed and procured here, it would 
be more likely that there would be downstream fabrication work here. That was the key. And the then Labor 
government let it go. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Can you tell us how you can keep it here? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. Let me go through the ramifications of it. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Woodside had already given the contract to them. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, it had not. The Labor government failed to step up. It succumbed to Gary Gray. Gary 
Gray, a big man in the Labor Party, was also Woodside’s frontman on this issue, and the then Labor government 
cowered to him. It did not stand up. It did not force the issue. The project should have been done here. It could 
have been done here and it would have been less costly. We had the team. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: If there were more openness and transparency about government local content arrangements, 
wouldn’t that have helped in that circumstance? Shouldn’t you support the bill on your own argument? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Not this bill. I will get to openness and transparency in a moment. Let me go through the 
ramifications of this decision. I know that members opposite are trying to run away from it. The reality is that as 
soon as they failed to stand up for train 5, the whole design team dissipated. Most of the work went off to 
Reading in the UK. As a direct result of that, the fabrication work also went offshore. I will quote an article from 
PetroleumNews.net of 18 July 2005, which was shortly after the decision was made to have the design work 
done in Reading. I do not know this for sure, but I am sure that when the design work was discussed with Voelte, 
he would have assured people that the local content would have remained as high as it was, particularly for the 
fabrication work. On this day, he is reported as saying — 

… before tenders were called for the fifth train, consultants searched the region to identify fabrication 
yards capable of doing the work. Two Australian companies were invited to submit tenders—one 
declined and the other submitted a tender … and its price was about 250% above … 

A major contract covering the pre-fabricated modules was awarded overseas. Voelte also said that he was setting 
up procurement offices in London and Houston, Texas. The Labor government did not fight when it needed to. It 
was not on the line when it was needed. 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: As a result, all the design work for the subsequent liquefied natural gas plants has gone 
offshore, and it has greatly diminished the flow of work to the fabrication areas. 

Let me go through another example. CITIC Pacific was a big project. It was first negotiated by Mineralogy Pty 
Ltd, I think. Mr Palmer was there; he negotiated the agreement act with, I believe, the Labor government at the 
time. It was basically sold to the Chinese firm CITIC Pacific, which is based in Hong Kong but is indirectly 
owned by the Chinese government. Anybody around at the time knew that the Chinese had a couple of strategic 
aims. I remember a newspaper article on this one. Not only did the Chinese want to get into magnetite and 
develop another orb area in the Mid West and thereby get into magnetite in Western Australia, they also wanted 
to do it themselves. They wanted a magnetite mine offshore. All these things were positive. They wanted of 
course to secure resources for the growing steel industry—all fine. But they also had a go-global one-China 
policy. They wanted to use their activities in mining offshore to develop construction businesses. They wanted to 
use those, particularly in Western Australia, to develop the reputation of the construction business so they could 
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go to other developed countries, particularly in North America and Europe, and be the New World’s contractors. 
That is great for them.  

I can remember meeting some people from CITIC Pacific early on. They told me they were going to virtually 
bring the whole workforce in. The Chamber of Commerce and Industry said, “No, it is not going to happen”, and 
it did not. But we knew the game; we should have been aware of this. It is a strategically difficult issue. They are 
our major trading partners. We like their investment. We like them purchasing resources. We want them to build 
the mine. But when they are operating in Western Australia they operate by the rules and they have to be induced 
to ensure they give local firms fair, open and competitive advantage to compete for their resources or projects. 
The opposition’s proposed agreement does not do that. The opposition has not recognised that challenge either in 
its detail or its implementation. The Labor Party has put this bill forward, but when in government it watered it 
down. The Leader of the Opposition asked me what I would do —  

Mr E.S. Ripper: I asked, “What should a government do?”  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We have to be strategic in these issues. We have to know what is crucial. The design of LNG 
was crucial.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: How does a government ensure that that happens?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: BHP Billiton and Rio Tinto have been here a long time. They have high levels of local 
content and they are maintaining that. They face challenges. When we get CITIC Pacific, we have to set the 
rules. We have to have discussions with them.  

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Hopefully it will go ahead. It is not on the go yet.  

Mr F.M. Logan: What would you do?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: First of all I would get the project over the line.  

Mr F.M. Logan: Oh! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The member asks, “What would you do?” Scarborough was discovered in the 1960s. It is 
way off there. It has all sorts of problems with the composition of gas. Am I going to develop a local content rule 
for it now? No, because it is not going. They have not proposed. I go into details on these issues.  

Let me go through some of the other weaknesses of this bill, because that is what we are debating. This bill quite 
clearly defines local content as the services provided. “Services” means — 

 … engineering, manufacturing, fabrication or construction services and includes — 

(a) design and drafting services relating to engineering, manufacturing, fabrication or 
construction; 

I do not hear anything about geology, geophysics or drilling. I do not hear anything whatsoever about the vast 
bulk of local content provided to the resource sector. In other words this bill chooses a small section of the local 
content industry. Why does it do that? I imagine—I am only guessing here—it has something to do with the fact 
that the people employed in this restricted range of local content happen to also be associated with the unions 
who support their campaign; that is, the Australian Manufacturing Workers’ Union and the Association of 
Professional Engineers, Scientists and Managers, Australia. I do not know that, but I imagine it is the case. This 
bill does nothing for a vast number of Western Australians. It does not address; it skips them.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: So it should be expanded?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No. I am saying that the opposition is defining local content. The Labor Party will go to 
those firms and say, “Mate, I want you to specify minimum levels of local content, but only for my mates.”  

Mr E.S. Ripper: They are your mates as well, if you like!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Only for engineering, manufacturing and fabrication services. What about the vast array of 
other services provided? God forbid if the Labor Party came in and enacted this—which it would not do—but if 
it had control over it, it would say, “We’re giving local content preferences to this restricted number of 
industries. We don’t care if you do it to the others. We do not give a damn about the others.” This bill focuses on 
a restricted number. They do not have all the work. The Labor Party has not followed it up. There are challenges 
here—all of them are facing a high dollar. The Labor Party defines local content extremely narrowly. It has a 
chance to drive a wedge and discriminate against a type of local content. There are some challenges out there but 
this bill does not address them.  
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The fabrication industry is struggling in certain areas. Not all fabrication yards are struggling. Some of the major 
ones are struggling; some are getting work. As the Premier said, if members talk to these people, they designed 
many expansions, particularly for the Gorgon project coming on stream and some of the expansions in iron ore. 
Those were delayed for a couple of reasons, such as the global financial crisis, and Gorgon got off to a slower 
start. Work is starting to flow. It will flow to fabrication yards just so long as they are competitive and can do the 
work. Is the opposition complaining about that?  

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: One of the problems is that some of the fabrication yards are having trouble getting work. 
The member for Cockburn puts up the white flag. He is saying Western Australians are incapable of competing. 
They can compete. They can, they have and they will.  

Mr F.M. Logan: $1.60 an hour!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: How do the Germans make most of the machine tools in the world? How do Koreans 
continue to be competitive when —  

Mr F.M. Logan: Their governments whack them up; that’s what they do. Their governments subsidise.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: They pay as high, or higher, wages. I want to recognise the success of local content in 
Western Australia. I want to recognise the areas that are struggling and why they are struggling, and try to help 
them where we can. I want to ensure work gets to them. I also want to tell them if they need to adjust 
productivity that they must do so. We do not have the people resources in Western Australia to go out and say, if 
a firm is struggling for whatever reason—high prices, lower levels of competitiveness or underproductivity—
“Please give them a 10, 20, or 200-million-dollar subsidy.” That is what the opposition wants. We have a 
burgeoning local content industry. It is a success story, not a failure. Western Australians can compete, have 
competed, and will compete. They are facing some challenges. We have to recognise these and recognise that by 
throwing money to one section of the industry comes at the cost of another.  

One of the greatest challenges here is most of the fabricators get their steel from Australian producers such as 
OneSteel. OneSteel has been pretty good. OneSteel is a struggling firm. It is facing a high dollar. It recently 
increased its price of steel by 25 per cent. As fabricators are relying on this steel, they have to pass on the cost. It 
has gone up relative to Chinese, Korean and Japanese steel. It is also facing a lot of headwind in terms of policy. 
OneSteel produces its steel through a magnetite process. It is not a big company by world standards but it will 
face the mining tax soon, which China and Japan will not. It will also face the carbon tax, which China, Japan 
and Korea will not. OneSteel has been a very vocal critic of both those measures and has made it quite clear that 
if the commonwealth government commits to its carbon tax and its mining tax, the company’s steel operations 
are under threat. If OneSteel goes under, it is going to affect our steel fabrication. Right now, the fabricators are 
buying their steel from the Australian producers. Since a month or so ago, they have had to wear a 25 per cent 
increase in price, and it is very difficult to continue to do that. There are some real headwinds, but the way to 
support companies in our fabrication industry is not by mandating that, no matter what their cost or their 
competitiveness is, they should get the work. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Is there an alternative government program? If you don’t support this bill, will you say what 
the government should do? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We have a bill that the opposition has put before us. The opposition is using private 
members’ time to debate it and is asking us to respond to it. The opposition said that it is well drafted and well 
thought out, and it is nothing of the sort. The opposition has not done its work on this issue. 

Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Obviously, I knew a lot more because I would not have come up with a bill like this if I 
knew as much — 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The opposition is not listening, of course. Overall, as I emphasised before, the local content 
levels are quite high. 

Mr P. Papalia: So everything’s all right then. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, it is not all right. There are areas of challenge. 

Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Let us go through that; okay. Let us go through how we would address this issue. First of all, 
I want to start with this bill. It does nothing—nothing. In fact, if I had this bill, it would undermine the ability to 
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do that. To get the train 4 designed here was a 20 to 25-year exercise. When the train 5 went offshore, the 
problem was that all the design personnel and team went with it, so we have to start from scratch. When that 
train 5 went offshore, the problem was that all the subsequent trains for Pluto, Wheatstone and others, and now 
Gorgon and, I think, Inpex, also went offshore. Therefore, the design work is being done offshore. 

Mr F.M. Logan: They have not gone offshore. They were offshore anyway. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The member is a defeatist. He is saying that we cannot do it; our people cannot compete; we 
cannot design things here; we are hopeless; put up the white flag and subsidise these people and voila! Well, I do 
not accept that. I do not think that Western Australians are incompetent. They have shown, through a track 
record over decades, that they can provide excellence in engineering design and provide the dominant level of 
local content to a fast-growing resource sector in iron ore, base minerals and liquefied natural gas. 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What did he come up with? The guys opposite have gone out there and here is what they 
have done. They have gone out to the public of Western Australia and have been talking down the local content 
in industry. They are out there saying, “Woe is us. No-one is getting any work.” That is what they are saying. 
And they are saying that we cannot compete with the Koreans or the Japanese. So what do we do? We look to 
subsidies. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Members! Member for Cockburn, the member for Riverton has 
the call. Please do not interject across the chamber. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: So what should we do? Earlier today, about an hour ago, the Minister for Commerce issued a 
local content strategy. One of the things that we need to do is make sure that there is adequate and timely 
information about which projects and contracts are going to be let and their dimensions. However, we need to do 
that in a manner that can be effectively implemented. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: What about a website? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I do not know, member, but there has been one for decades. Much of this data is already 
available. But what we must also do is ensure that we have a strategic approach to these matters and that we 
focus on the areas that are most relevant. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am commenting on the opposition’s bill, which distinctly lacks any strategy, but the 
opposition says, “Help us; we can’t compete. So force them.” That is the opposition’s bill. 

Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We all agree. Local content is very high in Western Australia, and this bill does not deal — 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: This bill deals with only a small portion of the local content in industry. 

Mr F.M. Logan: What is the strategic approach? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: If there is a problem with the manufacturers, I suggest that we should look back to a very 
famous Labor team in the 1980s: Hawke and Keating. This bill shows that those people opposite have no 
relationship with the Hawke–Keating years—none whatsoever. 

Mrs C.A. Martin: Did you say Paul Keating? I’m sorry; I couldn’t understand you. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, Keating. Hawke and Keating went out and faced a huge challenge. They were going to 
reduce tariffs on the manufacturing industry—cars, clothing, textiles and footwear. They said that they were 
going to remove the protectionist barriers from those industries. As members might know, they came from the 
Labor Party. They were old-fashioned Labor people. They actually had linkages to the working class. They said, 
“We cannot sit here and maintain these industries just with protectionist barriers. Just because costs are going up 
and they’re having a hard time competing, we can’t maintain that through artificial barriers such as mandated 
local content or tariffs. So we have to go to the industries that are going to be affected, and their workforces, and 
find out how they can be competitive.” Some companies are already doing that. As the Premier mentioned, 
Civmec Construction and Engineering Pty Ltd went out and saw the opportunities. Yes, firms around it are 
struggling for content. 
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Mr M.P. Whitely: Member for Riverton, do you genuinely think it is a level playing field? I have businesses in 
my —  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Civmec went out there and — 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Member for Bassendean! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. Well, I am not the member. Civmec went out there — 

Mr M.P. Whitely: Chinese resource companies specify that they want Chinese suppliers, and they exclude 
Western Australian businesses. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Has the member for Bassendean got it out of his system? 

Mr M.P. Whitely: Nearly. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I note that a number of members of the public are in the gallery. I ask members on 
both sides to consider why members of Parliament have such a bad reputation for their behaviour in the eyes of 
some members of the public. I do not want to spend the rest of my time in the chair—the next 55 minutes—
coming to my feet all the time and calling for order. Thank you, member for Riverton. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Civmec has gone out there and done the right thing. It has invested — 

Mr M.P. Whitely: So you’re arguing it’s a level playing field. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Now I am hoping that the member for Bassendean has got it out of his system. I am 
going to call him for the first time. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Civmec has gone out there and done the right thing. It faces a lot of challenges. It faces 
rising costs of Australian steel, a high-value Australian dollar, very high wages, a lack of metal trades skills, the 
need to bring people in from overseas and the small scale of its operations relative to those companies offshore. 
It faces a lot of competitors, but it has put the money down and is starting to get jobs and compete. That is what 
they have to do. We can do a range of further things to facilitate it, because I accept the Premier’s argument that 
fabrication yards have a strategic importance and there are many dimensions to that.  

Mr P.C. Tinley: It is not his argument. He did not even notice till we told him.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I think he has known about it for much longer than the member has, before the member even 
came to the state. The fabrication yards have a strategic importance to Western Australia. Firstly, the fabrication 
yards hire a lot of apprentices. Secondly, they are absolutely crucial to the long-term game; the yards are crucial 
not only to the construction sector but, most importantly, to the operating phase of these projects. That is where 
most of the long-term sustainable jobs will be. One of the weaknesses of this bill is that it focuses on only the 
construction phase of projects.  

Mr P.C. Tinley: No, it doesn’t!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It focuses on the construction phase of the project. The real long-term sustainable jobs in 
local content will be through the operating phase. In the past the operating phase was not large, but we have had 
such a massive expansion of oil, gas and iron ore operations that we are going to have a large operating repair 
and maintenance workforce.  

Mr P.C. Tinley: There is no maintenance to these projects; is that what you are saying?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: You live in a dream world, mate. The member for Willagee does not think there is 
fabrication in repair and maintenance of these facilities! He should go look at a few. That is absolutely 
ridiculous! The reason fabrication is particularly important in repair and maintenance is that often the jobs are 
small and existing structures have to be added to and a lot more site-specific and project-specific work is 
required.  

Mr F.M. Logan: What are you talking about? They are bringing in handrails from overseas.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: In the construction phase.  

Mr F.M. Logan: Why can’t they do it in maintenance if they can do it in construction?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: They can do maintenance because the projects are smaller and more targeted.  

Mr F.M. Logan: If they are as weak as you, they will.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The member’s record as a minister, particularly in local content, was pathetic.  
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Mr F.M. Logan: We’ll compare, shall we?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I can remember when people used to come up to meet the minister and they came out 
shaking their heads asking, “Is that what this government is made of?” Hopeless!  

Mr F.M. Logan: No, that was you! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I was not in government, mate.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Member for Riverton, it would help if you directed your 
comments through the chair. Members on my left, it is very difficult for Hansard to do its job when two people 
are speaking over the top of each other. If the member for Riverton is happy to take an interjection, I am happy 
to allow that to happen. However, at this stage, I want people to consider the job that Hansard has to do. I want 
to hear one voice at a time.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: This bill is not well targeted, it is not well drafted and it is not the right way to do it. The bill 
requires firms to demand a level of local content. It will, in effect, require firms to demand local content in the 
formation of the agreement process in a manner that they cannot agree to and meet. They simply do not have the 
information required to meet those local content agreements. The bill also requires project proponents to 
mandate detailed levels of work for which they are not directly responsible—the subcontractors are. The bill 
focuses strictly on a select group of so-called services—fabrication, engineering and design—and not a wider 
range of industries. The bill does not in any way focus on the key problems of even the industries that it is 
supposedly trying to address, such as fabrication. All the bill really says is that some of the fabrication yards are 
not getting enough work; the yards cannot compete and, therefore, we should make them compete. The bill does 
not put forward any ideas or suggest ways to improve the competitiveness of the fabrication sector. The bill does 
not suggest any means of addressing the challenges of the fabrication sector. By choosing only a subsection of 
the local content industry, the bill overlooks where most of the industries will be developed.  

If the bill were put in place and force a large amount of additional work into the fabrication yards, that would not 
address where the workers would come from. If we go down to the fabrication yards, we can see that a lot of 
them are highly reliant on 457 visa holders. I have been around. If we talk to the people, we find out that they 
cannot get enough skilled tradespeople in the sector as a whole. Yes, the fabrication yards have laid off people, 
but if we take the industry as a whole, there is a drastic shortage of workers. If this bill were enacted, it might 
shift workers to the fabrication industry, but that would come at the cost of activity in other areas of local content 
industry, such as Ausdrill. The bill does not address these issues. It does not address the real challenges facing 
OneSteel, a steel producer producing steel in Australia that will probably go out of business in the next few 
years. That is a challenge that this bill cannot really address, but it is a challenge that the industry faces.  

The bill does not encourage the industry to get its act into gear and do what Civmec does—that is, combine, 
improve productivity, invest in new technology, innovate, look to the long term and the operating phase and 
compete. Basically this bill says to industry, “Put up the white flag. You cannot compete, so we will help you.” 
That is the status quo. As Hawke and Keating realised two decades ago, that does not work. It cannot be done. 
That is a lie; in this market we cannot stop people from needing to compete. Companies have to be competitive. 
If someone tries to put up one barrier, people will get around it. Besides, what we want in Western Australia is 
successful, profitable, high paying, productive and competitive industries, of which we have many. We also want 
industries and companies such as Ausdrill that will go offshore once this growth phase levels off and compete in 
Africa and Asia and provide services for not only the mining, oil and gas sectors, but also all sorts of 
construction sectors. We have many success stories in that area that we should be bragging about and be proud 
of, but this bill says, “Woe is us. It is all going downhill. All will be ruined.” I can see why. Some of the industry 
is in opposition members’ areas. Some of it is their former union mates. We need to address the issue, but we 
must look at the long term. This bill does not do that; it is badly drafted. It undermines its supposed aims and, 
most importantly, it has no strategy and outlook for the future. If this bill is passed, it will harm the great future 
of Western Australia.  

MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee) [5.19 pm]: I rise to speak in support of the Skilled Local Jobs Bill 2011. I have 
listened to the Premier and I thank him for getting up and giving his thoughts on the bill and giving his input on 
what we believe is one of the most important aspects before the Parliament not only this year but also in the 
future decades that confront our children and grandchildren. We are all familiar with one of the quotes from the 
Premier when he said every workshop in this state will be full. Do members know what? I do not disagree with 
him. I think that every workshop in this state will be full when the totality of the boom comes through—this 
boom that is not a boom. There are only one or two ways that those workshops will be full: either there will be 
fewer workshops to be filled—that is, a few people making gangways and stairs will be employed or doing 
remedial work from fabrications done overseas; or the government will adopt this bill. I will give even a third 
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option: the government does something about this situation; it actually considers that it has to show some 
leadership, do the unpopular thing and stand up for the families of Western Australia and for skilled work. We 
have heard a lot of pap from both the Premier and the member for Riverton about what they think this bill is and 
is not. One thing that this bill is not is a return to protectionist policies of mandated solutions. This bill speaks to 
the notion of commerce; it is a mercantile bill. The bill expresses the idea that if we have something that we wish 
to trade, if we have something that is of value to a market, we are prepared to trade it; we are prepared to enter a 
discussion with the purchaser of the thing that we would like to sell on the market and for which we would like 
to get a benefit that far transcends a simple cash component attributed to royalties and far transcends the idea that 
we should employ a few people cleaning dongas and cooking meals. It is something that leads to the 
intergenerational transfer of a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity. Nobody in this chamber can deny that this state is 
confronting something truly global. I never thought I would see the day when I would align with the federal 
Leader of the Opposition and actually agree with him to say that this issue is global, and we are acting like a 
corner store. The government is acting as if it were running a deli and trying to make a cash trade with resource 
companies, saying, “We will take the royalties; please come in”. It has no regard for the global impact that our 
resources have. We keep talking about the idea that we are a massive producer and the driver of the Chinese 
economy and the emerging Indian economy, yet we do not act like it. We think, with this complete conservative 
attitude, that we should simply keep up the status quo, that the royalties have serviced us for a while and that we 
will renegotiate a few of those agreements and truck on. This attitude shows that the government is happy for 
Western Australian families to have whatever is left—the best of what is left with no value-added deep skilling 
of our population.  

I reiterate the fact that the opportunity presented by this boom is immense. I also tend to agree with the Premier 
that perhaps we are not actually in a boom. Many in the resources sector call it a super cycle, or a step change. 
We are talking about $170 billion worth of projects that are either approved or in consideration for approval. We 
need to act now because this is a construction cycle that will, according to some industry proponents, extend for 
10 to 15 years. That is 10 to 15 years of construction cycle to get that number of projects up, if they are all to 
come to book, and we know historically that that is not always the case. We now need to take the opportunity to 
show leadership. We need to strike now and put in place the preconditions under which any business attempts to 
take the resources that belong to the people of Western Australia offshore for the value-adding of other 
economies; we need to attend to it now. We all know that the Western Australian resources sector generates 
about $70 billion—that figure is probably now a lot higher—and Western Australia’s share of the national 
natural gas reserves is over 70 per cent. More than half of Australia’s mineral and petroleum exploration occurs 
in Western Australia. Therefore, Western Australia is not only a national asset and a national leader in this area, 
but also one of the few places globally that has a light on coming out of the global financial crisis; it offers the 
best opportunities. There is a lot of pent-up global capital looking for a place to nest. Companies are very keen to 
invest in growth areas and Western Australia is one of the very few lights that are on, because those companies 
cannot invest in China! Funny about that!  

To clarify the problem, employment is a particular issue. According to the Australian Steel Institute in its 
evidence to the national resources sector employment task force, several large fabrication businesses have cut 
their apprentice numbers by over 75 per cent. The ASI went on to say that several large fabrication businesses 
had cut their number of employed tradespeople by over 60 per cent—they are national figures. Where is the 
work? Since 2005, fabrication work undertaken by the Western Australian fabrication sector has not increased at 
all. Again, according to ASI evidence, 20 million hours of steel fabrication work has been taken offshore in the 
space of two years. The ASI states that is the equivalent of 2.2 million working days, or 444 000 working weeks 
or more than 8 500 working years for a skilled metal fabricator. The ASI estimated that during 2009–10 only 
eight per cent of the required fabrication work for the resources industry was undertaken in Western Australia. 
This is the exact converse of the volume of domestically retained fabrication work at the commencement of the 
resources-driven economic boom, when Western Australia retained 92 per cent of the available fabrication work 
during 2005–06. The tables supporting this evidence are quite stark. In 2005–06, WA fabrication work carried 
out overseas totalled eight per cent; it now totals 92 per cent.  

This is the point at which I would like to debunk some of the myths going around about local content. The 
member for Riverton and the Premier were quite happy to talk about figures such as 80 and 90 per cent local 
content. Let me say now that we cannot import a hole in the ground. If it were possible, it would have been 
bought too. The domestic services required to support 3 000 bed camps, airlines and similar required services 
cannot be imported, yet these are identified by proponents as local content. The local content figures quoted are a 
myth. Whenever people are confronted by the figures quoted by proponents saying that they have huge local 
content, they should have the inquisitiveness to delve behind those figures and to ask exactly how much of that 
local content is skilled services and fabrication and how much of it is a grudge buy. How much of it actually has 
to come from the state of Western Australia and make up the numbers? We are seeing, and we all have examples 
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in our own patches, skilled people in other sectors flying out to mine sites—good luck to them—and making a 
go for themselves. But they are not increasing their skills; they are not value-adding to any of their existing 
skills. A teacher or a police officer or somebody who goes to the mines to drive a Haulpak truck does not 
necessarily deepen the skills base of this state. We need to address the fact that we do not have a plan for the 
future generations of this state to have a tradeable, tangible commodity between their ears; that is, the knowledge 
that they have. Over the last few decades work has moved away from muscle jobs and that is fine, but I have not 
seen and I did not hear anything from the member for Riverton or the Premier that suggested that they had an 
alternative to the ideas coming from this side of the house—the only place generating ideas in this house.  

An indicator of these problems is the decline in apprenticeships. Since 1975, with the advent of heavily 
subsidised tertiary education, we have seen the devaluation of manual arts. Increasingly over the time that I went 
to school, if a student did not aspire to a white-collar career with a tertiary qualification, somehow they were not 
aspiring to the best that could be on offer. We have devalued manual arts to the point that there is a complete 
disregard for apprenticeships. The evidence is very clear. Since 2008 under this government the number of 
apprenticeships in training has declined by 3 620. That is a massive number. That is exactly where public 
investment should be made—between the lumpy commodity cycle. The time to plan for a boom is not in a 
boom; it is in a trough. That is when the investments should be made to ensure that we have skilled workers 
ready for when the commodity boom comes.  

The Premier cites it in his own paper. He knows and many experienced people in this chamber know that there is 
a lumpy, commodity-based cycle in this state. We need to invest in the troughs to ensure that there is the 
capacity in the peaks. Now in the peaks we are hearing increased calls for skilled migration, which is not exactly 
the cheapest way. The cheapest way to develop skills and produce skilled workforces is to organically grow it 
from the people who are born in the state and the people who want to make Western Australia their home. They 
have seen no initiatives from this government on that basis. 

We have all talked about the cause of this boom. I have been able to only scan some of the local content report, 
tabled today in the other place. It identifies a range of issues that I will not delve into, but it identifies a lack of 
investment into the skills base in this state and a lack of investment into properly valuing the manual arts that are 
creating the craftspeople who will be able to train successive generations. 

The causes of boom 1 in 2006, 2007, 2008 and what I will call boom 2—and the report identifies this—is the rise 
of the Association of South East Asian Nations’ capability. We have never seen a big step-change in the 
urbanised parts of China and their capacity to produce. I went to China last year and saw the scale of these 
workshops and the utilisation of their labour force. I also noted the lack of innovation and the present lack of 
investment into productive increases, because it is all about employment in China. We will never in our lifetime 
be able to compete with China. We will never in our lifetime be able to compete on price with Vietnam, 
Thailand or China. We need to accept that as the baseline. Why? It is because we value workplace safety. We 
value that a man or a woman can take home a decent wage after a dignified day’s work. We value those things 
and we accept that they are a cost our society is prepared to pay. It is the expectation of the current and 
successive generations that we have a standard of living that can only be the envy of every one of our ASEAN 
trading partners. In fact it is their own aspiration. 

Another cause for the lack of skilled work is due to learned behaviour by project directors and the proponents of 
these particular projects. I am talking about the fact that in boom 1 there were some bottlenecks and concerns 
about getting a project to its completion date. I have talked to project directors on some of the bigger projects, 
and I can tell members what the most important thing is to a project director. It is to deliver the project on time. 
The most important motivator for a project director is to make sure that they deliver it on time. Every day’s lost 
production is a huge cost to them.  

Price actually falls down the tree a little bit. Price is not the most important motivator; it is capacity to deliver. 
Companies learned in boom 1 that they needed to source further afield. They found a huge rise in ASEAN 
capability and in the capacity to construct modulised componentry, particularly for LNG, although it is less 
relevant to mining. I might add it came from the shipbuilding industry and was applied to offshore oil and gas 
quite successfully. They found that those capabilities were far better serviced overseas. 

Then there is leakage. I also want to debunk the second myth, that the flight of work to countries overseas is 
confined to the construction cycle. It is a myth; it is not true. If there is this learned behaviour that people can 
build networks and relationships with our trading partners, which is fair and appropriate, then the practice will 
simply continue when it gets to the through-life support componentry and the maintenance of projects. I can give 
evidence, as I have done before, of a business in the member for Bassendean’s electorate. It was an 
internationally listed company that missed out on providing a crushing media to a particular project in favour of 
a Chinese company, whose factory was not even built at the time the contract was awarded. A second one was 
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Pacific Industrial Company. I interjected on the member for Riverton about a bucket wheel reclaimer. There is 
one of them. There are five more. They are at about a 40-year change-out with maintenance and through-life 
support. There is one down on the floor at Naval Base. In Korea there are five bucket wheel reclaimers for 
through-life maintenance to BHP projects. They are not in Western Australia, but offshore. 

This bill has significant benefits. As I said, it is simply mercantile in nature, saying “We wish to trade our 
resources for your effort”. It is not necessarily cash. We want to trade our resources for the future generations of 
Western Australians. We want to trade our resources for a deepening of our skill base, a broadening of our 
capacity as a business called “Western Australia”. We want to trade our resources. Let us do a deal.  

The member for Riverton was pretty clear in saying that he did not read and did not understand the bill, and yet 
he offers nothing other than that we are going to have a strategic Zen circle and consider our navels about how 
long and hard it is going to be to start from the basics and go from nowhere. 

A member interjected. 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: In complete Zen mode, we will see. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: Whilst we are on the subject of the member for Riverton, the member was completely barren 
of ideas and devoid of offering anything meaningful. It was the member’s time to shine. It was his time in the 
sun and his chance to get up and tell us what he would do when he runs this state or he gets one of those 
ministries. This is a statement from the member for Riverton as the chair of the economics committee — 

Our comparative advantage lies more in the higher-value engineering skills and R&D. With the oil and 
gas sector booming now — 

He should not use the “booming” word; he will not get to the front bench with the use of that language — 

we need to focus on bringing some of the high-end engineering and design work here. 

He is quite happy to blame the previous government for not doing that, but after nearly three years, the 
government has done nothing. The member for Riverton goes on to say — 

The argument is that London is always cheaper [for engineering work]. 

We know it is not. The member for Riverton continues— 

I think it is bunkum. I think we have missed all of Pluto, we have probably missed Gorgon, but 
Wheatstone and Browse are still on the horizon. 

The member’s time to shine is today. It is his time to provide alternatives for the state of Western Australia—the 
grand and graceful state in which we live—and it is his time to produce a future for our children. It is the 
member for Riverton’s time to produce a future for my children’s children, because the member has said to us 
that what we are currently undergoing is bunkum. Now I want to know where his centre of excellence is. How is 
the member going to get back the 180 designers and engineers who left after Pluto? The member has no 
response; he has no capacity. 

The member failed to read and failed to apply those many years of academic study to investigate what would 
only be 10 pages of the simplest, most flexible bill this Parliament has probably ever seen. Had he read it, he 
would have noted that there was no time line. If somebody has an exploration licence, they do not have to 
undertake this agreement. If someone has made a final investment decision, they do not have to do this—post-
FEED, post-FID, it does not matter. It says explicitly in the bill that before the commencement of the project, he 
is to table a local skilled jobs agreement with the government.  

The Premier needs to negotiate a deal. Proponents want what we have got, so do a deal. It is called “Let’s do a 
deal”! If they do not like what we have got on the basis that we want to sell it to them, the Premier should not do 
the deal! Moreover, I challenge the Premier: if they do not want to do the deal, get them to hand back the lease. 
Let us amp up the negotiation and see if they will hand back the lease and give up the rights to that particular 
resource. The Premier has to understand the global market in which we conduct our business—the business of 
Western Australia. The Premier has to stop acting as though he is running a local corner shop and start 
considering the global demand for our resources. The bill provides transparency and the opportunity for the 
people of Western Australia to see the deal the Premier is doing. We had to lodge freedom of information 
requests and FOI challenges to find out that this Premier is the first Premier in the history of Western Australia 
to mandate local content—not for Western Australia, but for China! He has embedded that in deals.  
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I want to also talk to the idea that somehow this will be offensive to our world trade obligations. I commend to 
the house a very good report by the Productivity Commission on bilateral and regional trade agreements, in 
which it notes — 

• The Commission has received little evidence from business to indicate that bilateral agreements to 
date have provided substantial commercial benefits.  

• This may be because the main factors that influence decisions to do business in other countries 
lie outside the scope of BRTAs. Even the Productivity Commission identifies that BRTAs do 
not necessarily work for everyone, and they certainly do not work in a program of trying to 
manage other sectors of industry. 

I will also talk about this idea of mandating and that somehow “mandating” is an evil word. We do not like to 
use the word “mandate”; we like the words “negotiated settlement”, which is an agreement that provides an 
understanding of the tension between the seller and the buyer and that values correctly the resource and the full 
value of the commodity for sale. That is all that we are saying with this bill. That is all that we want members 
opposite to consider.  

Local content exists in a raft of things that people in developed countries use. I will give members an example of 
no less than the federal Broadcasting Services Act, which mandates local content for film and television. That is 
so that when members turn on their TVs, they do not get the shock of another country’s culture barrelling at 
them; they get Australian drama produced by Australian companies. That is a good example of how local content 
is mandated at law.  

It is also possible to find evidence about what other states are doing. The Victorian government has an industry 
participation policy—not that I am advocating this as a complete model at all, because this goes way beyond 
what we are talking about—the Victorian policy puts in numbers. The Victorian industry participation policy has 
been in place since 2001. Victoria is not exactly a noted resource state, so any saving it can get to build its own 
industry is pretty significant. The policy reads — 

Since its establishment in 2001, the VIPP has led to $480 million of import replacement – orders for 
local industry that would otherwise have gone overseas.  

This is for projects over $3 million that are considered strategically significant. The policy continues — 

• In the context of Strategic Projects, — 

Which are defined — 

rail rolling stock projects — 

Obviously a key point for the Victorian government — 

will be subject to a minimum local content target of 40% on a whole of life basis and the VIPP 
commitments of tenderers will have a weighting of 10% in tender evaluation.  

That 10 per cent weighting gives regard to the idea that our society is prepared to pay for the way of life it wants. 
It is prepared to pay for the compliance input costs that businesses have to have to make sure that everybody 
goes home at night, that everybody works safe and that everybody has a future.  

None of these things seems to have dissuaded any other jurisdiction from having a crack. The federal jurisdiction 
does it. We have seen that with tariff protection, although I do not want to go into that whole argument.  

Do members know what? The very best argument for supporting this bill has come from the statement and 
actions of the Premier. I will quote the Premier from the Hansard of 15 March — 

I say to the member for Willagee that it is not a bad thing for a Premier to roll up his sleeves, get the 
heads of the major companies together, and go down there to the coalface—something members 
opposite like to talk about — 

I do not know what he is referring to there — 

It is not a bad thing to do.  

The Premier did that; he did the hand wringing and the strategic thinking. He put four chief executive officers in 
a minibus and he bolted down to Naval Base. In subsequent statements made by the Premier in this place after 
that, he said that he was surprised, and so were those CEOs, to see the productivity capabilities of these 
businesses. These businesses have invested hugely. One of them, Park Engineers Pty Ltd, has the largest 
continuous I-beam welder in the country—in fact, there is only one in the country. What we need to do—I will 
provide more ideas to the government—is identify that this bill in and of itself is not the solution; this bill is a 
start. What is missing is something to identify the strategic position we would like this state to be in in 20 or 30 
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years. We would like an industry plan that describes what we would do and what the nature of the business of 
Western Australia would look like in 20 years. Do we have that? No, we do not. Do we have an identified 
threshold of what manufacturing sector we want? Do we need a 1600-millimetre high continuous I-beam 
welder? I do not know, but I know a lot of people who do. Do we have strategic plans that we hold so close and 
that are so central and important to the wellbeing and welfare of this state that we are happy to protect them and 
that we are happy to wraparound a system of systems that will not enable them to survive, but will support them 
thriving? The mining services sector is an obvious example. Research and development investment in 
technology in that sector in Western Australia is the second lowest in this country.  

They are a couple of ideas. Members on this side are not devoid of ideas—or of spine either, I can tell you! We 
are not devoid of the belief that we can get up and do what we want to do on a strategic basis that will serve a 
strategic objective that ultimately serves the people of Western Australia and its future generations and ensure 
that when we go to our graves we know that we have left this state a better place. How many members opposite 
can say that the way this government is going with $170 billion worth of projects is not like putting their mouth 
on a fire hydrant? How many members opposite can look at themselves in the mirror and say that they have 
made a difference? Here is the opportunity. Make a difference! Get some backbone! Grow a spine! I have a 
spare one in my car, if they want one! Have a crack and give it a go! If they are half right, that is good. As my 
old man said, “Shoot for the stars; hit the tree tops, but at least you are alive.” Members opposite are still carpet 
dwellers. They are just crawling around the bottom, living the status quo like a bunch of corner-store 
shopkeepers. That is as much as I am going to say. Get into it!  

MR P. ABETZ (Southern River) [5.48 pm]: Like many members of this place, I have had people working in 
the fabrication industry come to my office to express their concerns that some workshops are operating well 
below capacity and are struggling to keep their workforce, and the associated problems that come with that. I am 
sure that we have all heard the stories about some of the Chinese investment projects in which rumour has it that 
even the concrete slabs for the footpaths come from China. That rankles with a lot of people, including me. We 
certainly want a healthy, robust fabrication industry. We certainly want a high level of local content in our 
projects. We do not want to sell off our iron ore and other minerals and not have any other benefits. A little bit of 
homework has shown that in 2009–10, the value of engineering construction work done in Western Australia 
was $24.2 billion, up from $4.9 billion in 2003–04. That is an increase of more than 400 per cent in just six 
years. Obviously something very positive is happening in the Western Australian engineering and construction 
industry. The Department of State Development’s analysis says that there is a significant variation in the level of 
local content between different projects. Most people would be well aware of that. There is also a difference 
between the resource commodities. Local content levels, according to the department’s analysis, is between 70 
and 90 per cent for iron ore, diamond, bauxite and nickel projects, but is running at only about 40 per cent or 50 
per cent for the gas projects. There seems to be a perception that local companies are getting little, if any, work 
from the major projects and that ordinary Western Australians are missing out. Although it is true that some 
companies do not seem to be able to get work, the fact is that Western Australia excels in providing local content 
and that a lot of work is being done locally, and it is not just the site works such as digging a hole and using a 
bulldozer, which obviously must be done locally. For example, Fortescue Metals Group Ltd aims to contribute to 
the socioeconomic development of regional Western Australia by providing employment and purchasing 
materials and services locally where possible and paying rates, taxes and royalties. Ausdrill Ltd won a three-year 
contract extension worth $98 million for reverse circulation grade control drilling activities at FMG’s Christmas 
Creek and Cloudbreak mines. Decmil Australia was awarded an $82 million contract for FMG’s Christmas 
Creek accommodation village. That work has already been done. Chevron Australia’s Gorgon project is 
Australia’s largest ever resource project. It has already delivered more than $9 billion and 3 000 jobs to 
Australian industry. Around 90 per cent of those jobs were in Western Australia. Gorgon is expected to spend 
about $20 billion on Australian goods and services in the next four to five years and $33 billion in the project’s 
first 30 years. A local company that has benefited from that is Howard Porter. That is a small, family-owned 
transport equipment builder that won a $21 million contract to build 240 flat-top trailers, 34 drop-deck trailers, 
20 extendible trailers and six 100-tonne floats for Gorgon. The contract allowed the company to restructure and 
expand. It has recruited an extra 60 staff and extended its workshop significantly. There are many other similar 
examples. Clough Ltd was the successful tenderer for the LNG jetty berth at Woodside’s Pluto LNG project. A 
contract worth approximately $200 million to build the 300-metre approach jetty will be undertaken by Clough 
in a joint venture with the Netherlands company Interbeton BV, and Western Australian–based Cimeco Pty Ltd 
has been awarded the $26 million contract for onshore facilities for the Pluto LNG project at Karratha. That 
contract includes detailed engineering design and the procurement, construction and commissioning of the 
support buildings, including a workshop, warehouse, fire station and administration centre. Cimeco will fabricate 
the steel building structures at its Bunbury facility. That contract is in the design phase. The work is underway 
and should be completed later this year. Since 2007, Rio Tinto has spent $5.3 billion on project expansion work 
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across the Pilbara. I had the privilege of being in Tom Price last Christmas when I visited my son who works for 
Rio Tinto and I saw some of the work that he has been involved in. In 2009–10, Rio Tinto invested $634 million 
to expand — 

Ms J.M. Freeman: In awarding those contracts, wasn’t one of the problems that you identified that those 
contracts are then contracted out and then they are contracted out again overseas? Although you are telling us a 
lot about what has been awarded, can you tell us that there is a guarantee of local content and jobs in those 
contracts? 

Mr P. ABETZ: The work being done in the Pilbara for Rio Tinto has been awarded to Australian companies. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: I understand that, but can you tell me, from the basis of the information you have 
researched—clearly you have done some research into it—that that has delivered jobs to Australian people and 
that the jobs are to provide local content so that there is ongoing work for the maintenance and upgrade of those 
projects? Can you tell me that, based on the research you have done? 

Mr P. ABETZ: I cannot tell the member that the research shows exactly how much of the materials procured by 
Howard Porter, for example, for the trailers and other things it is building might have been imported rather than 
manufactured here. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: That is why we need to ensure that the money that goes to those companies ends up doing 
what we want it to do, which is to provide local jobs and to support local productivity in our economy. We do 
not want a company to take the contract offshore. We want it to come here. 

Mr P. ABETZ: I do not have an issue with what the member is saying. The examples I am giving are for local 
work. Howard Porter builds trailers but no-one in Australia is making tyres anymore. When Howard Porter puts 
tyres on those trailers, the tyres must be imported. It could be said that that is not local content, but where do we 
draw the line between local content? As long as a lot of man hours — 

Ms J.M. Freeman: Or women hours. 

Mr P. ABETZ: Sorry; person hours—are put into the work, that is the key issue. The issue is creating 
employment. Although people talk about upskilling the workforce and so on, the reality is that not everyone is 
able to be a top-flight engineer. I believe that we have a social responsibility to create jobs in the economy that 
enables a person of very limited IQ to go to work and earn a wage. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: They could have a great IQ but not have the language capacity. 

Mr P. ABETZ: I do not have an issue with that. I believe that the manufacturing sector is a very important 
sector because it provides work for people who, for whatever reason, are not super intellectual gurus who can 
work in information technology or whatever. We need to provide a range of work opportunities for our young 
people. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: How do you think we can ensure that for our people? 

Mr P. ABETZ: By creating opportunities for work. 

Ms J.M. Freeman: This bill is about creating opportunities. 

Mr P. ABETZ: I think the member has interjected enough. I will move on now. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: You want to protect franchisees; we want to protect workers and create jobs. 

Mr P. ABETZ: I am all for protecting workers. 

In 2009, Rio Tinto awarded a $200 million contract to build, mine and transport iron ore from its Western Turner 
Syncline deposit to a joint venture between native title holders in the eastern Guruma region and the mining 
services company NRW Holdings Ltd. The NRW–Eastern Guruma joint venture built a haul road to truck the 
ore over 15 kilometres to the Tom Price mine to process and blend it with the other Pilbara blend stocks. The 
four-year contract is designed to increase Eastern Guruma equity in the joint venture from 25 per cent to 35 
per cent as the group builds its mining services capacity. Mandated employment levels will rise each year, giving 
an average of 27 per cent Aboriginal employment across the four-year contract. That also includes $6 million for 
Eastern Guruma to develop stand-alone proficiency. There is the potential for the project to become a 50–50 
joint venture. Again, to me it is about employment. I am not too fussed about whether some of the money for 
that contract is used to import certain components for those things. We are better off importing some things 
rather than making them locally. 

BHP Billiton Iron Ore employs 8 000 people across the Pilbara—approximately 18 per cent of the region’s 
population. It is a big player. BHP’s operations cover a complex integrated system of seven mines, more than 
1 000 kilometres of rail and two ports. I had the privilege of going on a BHP Billiton Iron Ore familiarisation 
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tour last year to see all that firsthand. I saw the massive scale of that operation and the many people who work up 
there. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member! 

Mr P. ABETZ: AGC Industries Pty Ltd was awarded a $100 million contract for the structural, mechanical, 
piping and heavy haulage activities at BHP’s Yandi operation. The contract covers the construction of an iron 
ore handling plant, stockpile and conveyor systems, fabrication of 2 000 tonnes of conveyor components, and 
transportation of 43 structural modules from Port Hedland to the Yandi mine, located 140 kilometres north west 
of Newman. 

The Perth engineering firm RCR Tomlinson Ltd and joint venture partner Laing O’Rourke have won a 
$150 million infrastructure contract to design and build the crushing facilities and overland conveyor system for 
BHP Billiton Iron Ore’s Rapid Growth Project 5. Design work is underway and construction is due to finish very 
shortly. There are many different projects on which Australian companies have had very significant input. One 
of the issues that I find puzzling is that some of the people in my electorate who operate fabrication yards tell me 
that they are flat out and cannot take on any more work, yet I also hear that some of them hardly seem to have 
any work at all. I do not quite understand what the issues are and why some have nothing at all. Is it the case that 
the costs of production for some are too high or is it inefficient management? I do not know. I am planning to 
visit some of the yards in the coming weeks to try to gauge that for myself firsthand. 

I will mention one more example. Sandvik Mining and Construction Australia Pty Ltd’s second ship-loader for 
Rio Tinto’s Cape Lambert facility was transferred to the wharf in early January, headed for the Pilbara. The 
$20 million, 700-tonne ship-loaders took nine months to be completed and are used for the high-rate transfer of 
iron ore using conveyor systems from stockpiles to the ship. The BigLift ship Happy Buccaneer was also 
involved in transporting the second of two loaders to the new Cape Lambert facility. That was the fourth ship-
loader built by Sandvik at the Australian Marine Complex common-user facility. 

There is lots of good stuff happening. There are some problems in the industry; there is no question about that. 
But I am not quite sure that the scheme proposed in this bill is the way forward. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [6.03 pm]: Before I begin, I acknowledge in the public gallery representatives 
from the Australian Steel Institute, small business owners from around Perth, workers from the metals and 
engineering industries and representatives from the Australian Manufacturing Workers’ Union. I acknowledge 
and thank all the people in the public gallery for coming along tonight to listen to the debate. I am sure that the 
people in the public gallery were as astounded as I was by the lack of work that this government has done on the 
Skilled Local Jobs Bill 2011 and the contempt for this bill that has been shown by government members tonight. 
I am sure that they were as amazed and astounded as I was that the government members who spoke tonight—
the Premier, the member for Riverton and the member for Southern River—have seemingly failed to even read 
the bill. They made numerous comments about what the bill supposedly contains and they made numerous 
statements about the impact of the bill on matters such as sovereign risk and investment in Western Australia 
without even outlining to us the provisions in the bill that supposedly threaten sovereign risk. They made a series 
of claims about the workings of the bill without describing which clauses they were referring to or how those 
clauses would impact on the economy in the way in which they claimed they would. I assume that the only 
reason they have not properly explained the workings of the bill and have specifically criticised elements of the 
bill is that they have not bothered to even read it. That is the level of contempt that this government is showing 
for the crisis in the metals and engineering industries in Western Australia. 

The government members who have spoken on the bill so far include the Premier, as he should, representing the 
interests of Western Australia, and two marginal seat holders, the member for Riverton and the member for 
Southern River. 

Mr R.H. Cook: Member, it is called running scared. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It may well be running scared, member for Kwinana, but it was also a very foolish and 
stupid tactic adopted by the government. I can assure the member for Southern River and the member for 
Riverton that the ignorance that the government has shown about the content of this bill, the contempt it has 
shown for this bill and the arguments that members put forward against the bill will come back to haunt them 
between now and the next state election. They have shown contempt for this bill, which attempts to defend 
Western Australian jobs and Western Australian industries. I can assure the member for Southern River and the 
member for Riverton that their constituents will find out about their position. Their constituents will be told what 
their position is and that they will not stand up and defend jobs in Western Australia, they will not stand up for 
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Western Australian industries and they will not defend the interests of Western Australia. That is what we are 
going to inform their constituents, because that is what they have put on the record in Hansard tonight. 

It is unfortunate that effectively there is nobody from the government in the chamber. There is not one minister 
in the house listening to this debate. The Premier is not in the chamber, and none of his ministers is in the 
chamber. The National Party ministers are not here. 

Mr A.P. Jacob: Yes, there is. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The Minister for Agriculture and Food, who I am sure would have a lot to say on this bill, is 
not even listening. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: The minister for Monsanto! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The minister for Monsanto certainly knows an awful lot about multinational corporations! 
The Minister for Agriculture and Food is having a chat with the member for Kalgoorlie and has not been 
listening to the debate. That is an example of the contempt that has been shown by this government for this bill. 

What will the bill do? Will it do any of the things that the member for Riverton claimed or threatened it would 
do? Will it do any of the things that the Premier has claimed or threatened it would do to the economy or to the 
possibility of further investment in Western Australia? Of course not. The Skilled Local Jobs Bill 2011 will 
require government to reach an agreement with a project proponent, if the project proponent has a project that is 
worth $200 million or more. If the project proponent currently has a state agreement in place for its project and it 
is expanding that project—for example, a rapid upgrade that may be worth more than $200 million—the 
proponent will still have to sit down and negotiate a skilled local jobs agreement with the government on that 
specific upgrade, which may well then be attached, once agreement is reached, to the state agreement. That is all 
it does. If there is no state agreement in place, clause 5 provides that a skilled work agreement will be negotiated 
between the parties—that is, the project proponent and the state government—and that agreement will be tabled 
in the house. It will not be an amendment to the state agreement because obviously a state agreement will not yet 
be in place. As I have said, if there is a state agreement in place, the resulting agreement will be an amendment 
to that state agreement. For those proponents which do not have a state agreement in place and which have a 
project worth $200 million or more, the agreement that is reached between the project proponent and the 
government will be tabled in this house and reported upon. 

What does the bill provide in respect of the binding capacity that was threatening sovereign risk, according to the 
member for Riverton? Clause 5(5) states — 

The Minister must use his or her best endeavours to ensure that a skilled work agreement takes effect 
before the services for the project begin. 

Where is the undermining of sovereign risk in that? Where is the threat to investment in that clause? The 
minister of the day will have to sit down with the project proponent and ask the project proponent, “What will 
you be doing on this project to maximise skilled local jobs in Western Australia?” There is a requirement for the 
proponent to actually go through the number of skilled work positions that are required to carry out the services, 
and to provide information such as the number of person hours for each type of skilled work position. There is 
also a requirement for the proponent to provide the monetary amount to be invested in research and development 
programs in relation to the project, and a series of other things. The project proponent will be required to do 
those things. Most of those things will already be well known to the project proponent before they sit down to 
negotiate with the minister, because they will be requirements for getting the project up and running. Before they 
go to front-end engineering design, they will already know about this information and will be able to sit down 
and negotiate with the department and the minister to table the information and show the types of design, 
engineering and fabrication work that they are seeking to carry out in Western Australia, and the types of people 
they will need to employ from Western Australia or the rest of Australia for the project. That will then be either 
agreed to or not agreed to by the minister. If it is agreed to, it will be ratified by way of an agreement and then 
attached to the state agreement or tabled in the house. That is how this bill works. 

The Premier and the member for Riverton talked about the threat to companies of not reaching agreement with 
the government; the only threat to companies would be public humiliation and embarrassment if they were to put 
forward such low levels of local content and skilled work in the negotiations that an agreement could not be 
reached. They would do that only if they did not intend to do any work in Western Australia and instead intended 
to put all that work overseas. That is the threat that the Premier and the member for Riverton referred to. What 
sort of threat is that? What sort of threat is it for this state to require multinational corporations and other major 
corporations that intend to spend more than $200 million on a project in Western Australia to actually source 
their engineering, design, fabrication and labour from Western Australia? What is wrong with that? Is that a 
threat? How can that be a threat? We are looking after the state’s interests. We are trying to protect the state and 
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to promote the state’s interests. We are not here as members of Parliament to promote the interests of the 
shareholders of multinational corporations! If members opposite think they are, they should get out of this place 
and go and join the company. They are here to represent the interests of Western Australia, and that always has 
to come first. That is what this bill does. 

In his criticism of this bill, the Premier put forward his own alternative. His argument is that the bill is not 
needed and that it goes too far. His argument is, “Trust me; I’ve had a meeting with a number of the major 
resources companies in Western Australia and I’ve encouraged them to go down to the fabricators in Kwinana 
and Welshpool. They understand the issue and we’ll get some work.” That is simply crossing one’s fingers and 
hoping that the commitments given by those companies—if there are any—will be fulfilled. What are the 
commitments? The Premier will not tell us. How many thousand tonnes of steel? We do not know. Will there be 
any engineering design done as a result? No explanation. How many jobs will be created? None. All we get from 
the Premier is, “I’ve had a chat with a couple of companies, and I think we’re going to get some work out of it. 
Trust me.”  

That is not good enough in any negotiation. One would not go into a commercial negotiation in that manner, so 
why should the Premier of Western Australia go into a set of discussions with some of the biggest companies on 
the planet and say that that is the outcome of those discussions? “I can’t tell you about it, but trust me; there’ll be 
some work out of it.” It is a disgrace for the Premier to put that forward in this chamber. 

The Premier’s argument was that a lot of these projects have not even started yet. We may have missed out on 
Gorgon, CITIC Pacific and Pluto, but these other projects have not even started yet. He referred to Browse, 
Inpex and Wheatstone, but I can assure members that those companies have been doing an awful lot of work on 
those projects, and they have very clear designs about where the work for the bulk of those projects will be done, 
and it will not be here in Western Australia or even in Australia. It will be overseas—in Indonesia, Thailand and 
South Korea, sometimes in Vietnam, sometimes in Japan, and a lot of it in China. That is where it will be done; 
it will not be done over here. The high-value components of those projects will not be done in Western Australia 
unless the government acts now. The Premier is right; it is not absolutely too late, but a lot of the work for those 
projects will already have been discussed, and the concepts and ideas about what is going to be installed and 
where it is going to be fabricated will have already been nearly finalised, if not finalised in some cases. The 
member for Riverton talked about the amount of local content in Western Australia. He said there is no need for 
this bill because most projects have between 70 and 80 per cent local content. He said, “What is the problem? 
We have significant amounts of local content. What do we need the bill for?” We can apply a very simple 
analysis to that argument; that is, what is the total value of that 70 to 80 per cent local content out of the total 
project? Compare that to the 20 to 30 per cent we are missing out on. The high value 20 to 30 per cent we are 
missing out on is the major value of the project.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The substantial value of the project is the 20 to 30 per cent—that is, the high-value 
engineering, design, fabrication, manufacturing and construction of the project. The other 70 per cent referred to 
are things such as earthworks, logistics, accommodation, catering, legal work, industrial relations, accounting, 
cranage, scaffolding and rigging, painting and finishing, and of course immediate project infrastructure, which 
includes roads and stuff like that around the place, all of which is important and all of which is required before 
the project is completed. But that is low-value work. It is fantastic work for the companies involved in those 
industries. It is brilliant; good on them. They are getting that work. When we talk to those companies, they are 
flat out. Of course they are flat out because it is cheaper for the project proponent to source that product from 
Western Australia than to bring it in from overseas. In many cases, such as earthworks, it cannot be brought in 
from overseas. That is why those companies are saying, “Brilliant. There’s lots of work on at the moment”, but if 
we add up the total value of their work, it is a very small amount of the total value of the project. The big work—
that is all the LNG turbines, all the piping, all the racks for the piping and all the storage tankage—is being done 
overseas.  

I will draw the house’s attention to the “Gorgon Project Update” issued by Chevron. There is no date on it. It is 
simply the latest one. It is an update that I received on 18 April. I am sure all members of Parliament receive a 
copy from Chevron. Chevron ensures that it is distributed far and wide to decision makers. Given the 
demonstrations about lack of local content, and given the media coverage and the campaign for getting more 
jobs out of WA resources, and the fact that it has been raised in Parliament on numerous occasions—of course 
we have this bill before the house—members will find in this latest issue of Chevron’s project update that there 
is an awful lot about local jobs. That is not surprising because the company has responded to the criticism. The 
update states that the project is driving the local economy. I will go through a few of the items in this document. 
It refers to the AMC—that is the Australian Marine Complex, which is in my electorate—“AMC in the 
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Spotlight”. It refers to the types of things driving the local economy because of the Chevron project. There is the 
stevedoring that is happening in the AMC. Bear in mind what I said about the value behind these types of 
contracts let out to local businesses. It refers to stevedoring and rocks. There is rock loading and backfill. There 
are lots of rocks down there. There is the LNG jetty caissons awarded to the Saipem Leighton Consortium, 
which I will come back to in relation to Civmec in a minute. Then there is the Perth supply base. As I said 
before, it is logistics, it is holes in the ground—or, in this case, it is rocks—it is service industries such as the 
supply base, and it is the stevedoring. Then of course there is some local work that happens to be the caissons 
development. The caissons are simply the concrete panels for the load-out facility at the port. They are basically 
big lumps of concrete that are formed onsite and then shipped up to Barrow Island.  

Under the heading “Tank Fabricator” on page 3, it states that Cimeco, a local company, has been designing and 
constructing 16 storage tanks for the project. That is fantastic—$20 million. For a company such as Cimeco, that 
is great; fantastic. Good on Cimeco for getting it. That is $20 million out of a total budget of $54 billion for that 
project. If we then look at page 4, we see that under “Local Engineering Solution” it is stated — 

Western Australia’s ICON Engineering has been contracted to build a Compensated Tension Lift 
Frame … for use during the upcoming drilling and completion project for the Gorgon Project. 

Once again, that is fantastic. Good on ICON Engineering. It fabricated a crane for $5.5 million for the project. 
Remember, this is a project worth $54 billion; a $5.5 million contract has been issued.  

On page 6 appears the heading “Strategic Choice for Jetty Builder”. It is stated — 

… Strategic Marine was contracted by jetty builder Saipem–Leighton Consortium to build four new 
workboats that will each transport up to 12 workers to and from construction barges operating off 
Barrow Island.  

Reading that, members would think that Strategic Marine will receive four work boats to ferry workers to and 
from those barges. Fantastic; it is great, brilliant, except the work boats will be built in Vietnam! Yes, a local 
contract has been awarded and that contract is going to Vietnam. Reading the article, it appears that this is local 
content—that this is work going to local industry. If members turn to page 7, they will see that under the heading 
“Local Tradies Help Upgrade Major Kwinana Workshop” it refers to the $5 million contract awarded to a series 
of Western Australian companies—bioSystems 2000 and Alliance Contracting et cetera—in order to assist 
CBI Constructors to engineer and build two 180 000 cubic metre LNG tanks worth $600 million. Unfortunately, 
those tanks will be made in Thailand. Reading this article, members would think that $600 million worth of work 
is fantastic. These are the very same LNG tanks that CBI Constructors built and installed in the North West 
Shelf. This is the sort of work we can do, and have done, in Western Australia, and are currently operating on the 
North West Shelf right now for the Woodside consortium. CBI Constructors got another contract to build exactly 
the same thing for Chevron, but where will it get these tanks fabricated? Thailand. Yet, reading page 7, members 
would think that the work is being done in Western Australia. It is not being done here in Western Australia. The 
only bright bit of news I see in this whole document for Western Australia relates to another company in my 
electorate, Total Marine Technology, which is in Bibra Lake. It has designed and built a remotely operated 
subsea vehicle for supply to subsea companies working on the Chevron Gorgon project. That is fantastic. That is 
an example of the types of skills, knowledge and capacity we have in Western Australia to deliver that project. I 
add, and I remind people, that all of the things that I have referred to in this document, particularly the large 
components of the Gorgon project, have previously been designed, engineered, fabricated and installed on the 
North West Shelf by Western Australian companies in Western Australia. It has all been done before, except in 
this case, an American multinational is operating in an A-class reserve—the company itself told me that it would 
not be able to get away with that in the United States; it would not have got access to such an island—and is 
undertaking the biggest project ever built in Australia, but the bulk of that engineering design and fabrication 
work is being done in workshops in Asia. That is unacceptable. Anyone in this house who thinks it is acceptable 
should go out and publicly tell their constituents and the media that they think that work should be done 
overseas. It is absolutely disgraceful.  

When we dissect what is in this Chevron propaganda blurb about how great it is doing on the Gorgon project and 
how much money it is pouring into the Western Australian economy, we find out what is really behind it. Sure, 
Chevron may well be using 70 per cent local content, but it is in the areas I have just described; it is all in the 
services, the earthworks and the caissons. The caissons, for example, which I said earlier that I would refer to, 
are being manufactured by Civmec Construction and Engineering. The member for Riverton and the Premier 
were lauding Civmec about how much work it has. It is a pity the management of Civmec is not here because, as 
I said, they would feel as though they were being verballed by those two. Civmec has got work putting the 
concrete caissons together; that is, Civmec is manufacturing a concrete bridge from the land out to the LNG 
supply facility. But Civmec is not a concrete manufacturing company; it is an engineering fabricator. It can 
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manufacture concrete, and it is doing it, but, primarily, Civmec wins steel work. It has just built Australia’s 
largest fabrication facility. It cost tens of millions of dollars and it put that money into that facility, which is a 
29 200 square metre undercover fabrication facility with five bays. It has equipment such as the most 
technologically advanced beam line machine, of only three in the world, with a name plate capacity of 40 000 
tonnes of medium steel gauge; two computer numerical control robotic welding machines; and a plate processor 
machine that handles 15 000 tonnes per annum. This is a fabrication company that is able to fabricate up to 
60 000 tonnes of sophisticated steel components, and it is manufacturing concrete blocks. All the equipment in 
Civmec’s facility is brand-spanking new, and the member for Riverton is crowing about how it is great because 
Civmec has got work inside the shop and work outside the shop. Yes; it is making pieces of concrete and it has 
robotic welders and beam line machines sitting doing nothing. The member for Riverton verballed Civmec and 
said that it had loads of work. As I said earlier, I wish Civmec’s management had been in the gallery and taken 
the issue up with us. The member for Riverton should stop verballing companies and the engineering industry.  

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [6.33 pm]: I would like to speak briefly on this subject. I have listened to 
most of the debate today and thoroughly enjoyed it. I think it is a very old debate in Australia; it goes back to 
Federation. It is about protection versus free trade. I see it in the bigger picture. Of course, it goes back to the 
Harvester case, which is the basis of a lot of Australia’s protection.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: What does it have to do with the Harvester case?  

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: The Harvester case was about what McKay paid his employees; that is, a reasonable wage 
for eight hours’ work.  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Yes; that is right. Some of the Labor Party speakers have obviously heard that a worker in 
China or Vietnam will probably never be paid the same wage as an Australian is paid for doing those jobs. That 
is why I referred to the Harvester case.  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I heard all speakers opposite in silence and I do not think it is unreasonable for me to ask 
for the same courtesy.  

Several members interjected.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Cannington and member for Willagee, quiet! Carry on, member for 
Geraldton.  

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I know a reasonable amount about the magnetite industry because obviously it is having an 
impact in my electorate. The economics are quite marginal. Karara will have a 50 to 100-year mine life and 
obviously most of the equipment that is coming into Karara comes from overseas, but there will be a lot more 
employment locally over 50 to 100 years because of the maintenance required to upgrade the equipment. If that 
equipment had to be built locally, I do not think the mine could go ahead. We must accept that in some areas 
Australia will never compete. One obvious area is aircraft. We do not build Boeing or Airbus aircraft in 
Australia. We did away with shipbuilding in the 1970s. We do not build televisions any more. Another industry I 
am very disappointed to see might be leaving Australia is oil refining. It looks as though that might move to 
Singapore or Malaysia. Qantas faces closing or moving its international operations. It is the way the world is 
going.  

If we look back at our car industry, we will recall that one of the policies brought in by the Hawke government 
was the Button car plan, which I thought was one of the most intelligent, well thought out industry plans we have 
ever had in Australia.  

Mr F.M. Logan: Hear, hear!  

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: However, at its inception, the locals had 60 to 70 per cent of the local market. Now they 
have 20 per cent. The long-term employment in many of these industries will come from their operation and 
maintenance. We brought in a new ship-loader from China for berth 5 at the Geraldton port. The only Australian 
employment involved in that was in lifting it from the barge and making it work. If we had built that locally, I do 
not know whether it would even be there because it would have been relatively too expensive to do so.  

In the clothing and footwear industry another raft of reforms was brought in by a previous government. Almost 
all clothing and footwear in Australia now is imported. Across our whole economy everyone is probably better 
off, but once again the jobs were lost.  

If we added up all the taxes the miners pay, we would find that they pay a lot of tax. They pay corporate tax, 
royalties, duty on their fuel and payroll tax. Down the track they may find themselves having to pay mineral 
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resources rent tax and a carbon tax. From the miners’ perspective, they are paying a lot of tax. I do not think it is 
fair to say that these companies are coming in, taking everything and giving us nothing. We get a lot of income 
from them.  

The bipartisan nature of free trade has existed since at least the Hawke–Keating years, and we could arguably 
say that it started in the Fraser years. I do not think anyone will be better off if we prescribe the level of local 
content in the construction of the equipment that is used for mining projects because a reasonable number of 
them probably would not go ahead.  

Coming back to the bill, which I have read, it does not set any percentage targets, does it? There is basically a 
name-and-shame provision, public humiliation, or whatever. 

Mr R.H. Cook: At last someone has read it. Well done, member!  

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I do my reading. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: I do not think that this bill would be particularly effective. I do not know of many big 
corporations that have responded to public humiliation. However, there is no getting away from this big-picture 
movement to freer trade and more open borders. We cannot get away from it. One of the conundrums, if one 
likes, that has been proven time after time is that when a country has very free trade in a recession, the exact 
opposite of what we think would happen does happen; that is, the freer a country’s trade is, the less its 
unemployment will rise. That was proven in Australia. There was a fairly severe recession worldwide two years 
ago. In Australia, with its free trade economy, unemployment did not go much over five per cent. In the early 
1980s when we had a serious international recession, with our levels of protection, such as 60 per cent in our car 
industry, unemployment went to 10 or 11 per cent. If we look at the bigger picture, in particular in the mining 
industry, we see that there will be short-term pain. Some companies are not getting a lot of work at the moment. 
However, as these mines start to operate—opposition members have said that big investment amounts will go 
into them—the level of maintenance required will be large, and that maintenance has to be done quickly. 
Companies that order some of these parts from Korea cannot then be required to wait two months to get them, 
because 24 hours is too long to have these mining operations stopped. It costs a couple of million dollars a day if 
they are stopped. So there will be plenty of work in those mines for us. In some ways the opposition’s bill is 
laudable, but I do not really think it would achieve very much. 

MR P.T. MILES (Wanneroo) [6.41 pm]: I want to talk about some of the issues impacting on my electorate of 
Wanneroo. In fact, I had the current Minister for Commerce, Hon Simon O’Brien, and the former Minister for 
Commerce, Hon Bill Marmion, in my electorate to open — 

Mr R.H. Cook: The brains trust! 

Mr P.T. MILES: Yes; it was a very powerful session. 

I have in my electorate a civil construction company, Ertech, which has been open since 1981 when the Giumelli 
family started it up. This company has grown over the years. It has 700-plus employees, with offices in Perth, 
Melbourne and Adelaide. It has some regional offices in Kalgoorlie, Karratha and Port Hedland. It has a long-
term permanent workforce of some 730 employees, which is quite good considering where the company came 
from back in 1981. The company has carried out more than 1 000 projects over that time, with costs of more than 
$1.6 billion. It has an annual turnover of $350 million. 

Ertech’s high-quality infrastructure projects have earned it repeat business with clients such Alcoa, BHP Billiton, 
Chevron, LandCorp, Peet Ltd, Rio Tinto and Stockland. They are just some of the few that I was able to see on 
the company’s boardroom wall last week. The company is currently engaged in the massive Gorgon project, as 
we have all been hearing tonight, on Barrow Island. It is constructing the WAPET—West Australian 
Petroleum—landing and site development, which has a value of about $200 million. The company itself is 
directly employing 120 people and will, at the peak of construction, employ 200. It has just opened a new 
quarantine and logistics warehouse. That cost the company about $700 000. That needed to be built locally and 
materials purchased locally. When vehicles or machinery, no matter how big or small, have to be completely 
stripped down, it can involve many hundreds of man hours. It is not just this company that does that strip-down; 
it farms out quite a bit of that work because it cannot handle all the work. We were shown a great big brand-new 
truck by the Ertech people. It had been completely stripped down to the chassis, totally cleaned, put back 
together, wrapped in the company’s special wrapping and fumigated. It was then to be put on the back of a truck 
to go up to Karratha, and then taken across to the island by barge. I was looking at one truck. It required 900 man 
hours just to clean it, and it was a brand-new truck, so God knows how long it would take to clean a dirty truck 
or a used truck. However, the company is finding that by buying new equipment, under the quarantine 
management system that we have in this state, it is able to get this work done. I am aware of the time. 
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I spoke to the training and mentoring officer for the Indigenous section of the company. Ertech has a 
construction academy. It is providing solid career starts for many young Indigenous trainees from the Clontarf 
Aboriginal College, as well as for some from further afield. It is bringing those people down to Perth and 
training them here, and also up north. The company is employing these people, so it is not as though they are 
leaving them to go and find their own jobs. They are not all necessarily young Indigenous people. One of them 
whom I met was my age—40-something. 

Mr R.H. Cook: You’re still young, member! 

Mr P.T. MILES: The company has found that to get these young Indigenous people to work better, it must 
build relationships with them. I guess that this is something that our communities do not do very well. We tend 
to just go to work, earn our dollar, go home, and that is about it. However, when it comes to workers from 
Indigenous communities, people from the company need to create relationships with them, go to their football 
matches and go fishing with them if need be. I think one of the Indigenous chaps is a speedway driver up there, 
and a couple of the managers go along quite frequently to watch him race around the track. 

The company has a 12 000 square metre property, and it is now looking at expanding that even further because 
of the work that is coming in. I found it quite enlightening to see what is happening locally. Although I 
understand what some other members were talking about when they mentioned jobs on the ground and trying to 
employ as many local people of possible, I find that my electorate has not been impacted as much as the 
Kwinana area has been. One of the things I put that down to is that in my electorate, because of the water 
protection areas, we do not have the high level of heavy industry that there is in Kwinana. From my point of 
view, as the member for Wanneroo, this company is doing the whole nine yards. It is doing the right thing; it is 
employing locally, and also farms out a lot of business to other local companies. 

As a sideline, this company is an employee-owned enterprise, and only 80 shareholders own the whole company. 
I certainly congratulate Jim Giumelli for starting the company, as I said, more than 30 years ago. He has done a 
great job. I met with Paul McGrath, the Chevron downstream manager, who thinks highly of Ertech. It was great 
to meet him, and he was obviously very happy that Ertech is doing a great job, not only on the island, but also 
further down the coast, providing local support. That is all I have to say.  

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [6.49 pm]: I rise to speak on this important 
piece of legislation, the Skilled Local Jobs Bill 2011, because it is of material importance to the people in my 
electorate of Kwinana. Kwinana is a community that depends very heavily upon the metal fabrication industry, 
upon the mining services industry and upon those companies that benefit from mining and the local content 
aspects of the mining industry across this state. Kwinana is also an area that is suffering significantly from the 
downturn, and it is suffering in a number of ways. It has unemployment generally in excess of 10 per cent. It has 
youth unemployment in excess of 20 per cent. This is at a time when we would expect an area such as Kwinana, 
with the upswing of the mining industry, to be benefiting from this boom part 2. But Kwinana is an area that has 
not benefited from the new boom. Kwinana is an area that has fundamentally been overlooked. 

This issue was brought to my attention not only by a number of constituents, but also by the business community 
in the area. The work done by the Rockingham Kwinana Chamber of Commerce is very important in assisting 
companies to get this message out. The message is that the workshops that the Premier promised everyone would 
be full are not full, the jobs that the Premier promised would be flowing from this boom are not flowing, and the 
opportunities for young people to get the training they need so that they can take advantage of the opportunities 
of these economic times are not forthcoming. 

In the electorate of Kwinana, people have a very good understanding of the important role that the strip plays. 
Gilmore College, formerly Kwinana Senior High School, produces some of the most talented and skilled metal 
fabrication pre-apprentices and apprentices this country has to offer. It has a very aggressive vocational training 
program to ensure that the young people in the school system in the Kwinana area, particularly those for whom 
university is not their desired course, have strong vocational and training options to realise the opportunities that 
they should be getting from the Kwinana strip. But, as has been explained to me by members of the business 
community in the area, they are suffering from a lack of contracts not only now, but also into the future. They 
cannot identify that pipeline of contracts to have the confidence to put on apprentices. 

We know that the government has returned the number of traineeship places in this state to the level it was when 
it gained office in 2008, but there are still about 3 000 fewer apprenticeship places than there were when this 
government came to office. This situation is felt no more strongly than in Kwinana, where young people are not 
getting opportunities to move forward to make sure, first, that they can get a job and, secondly, that they can 
contribute to the capacity of our metal fabrication and manufacturing industries into the future. 
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The member for Southern River said that there may be a perception in the community of no opportunities and no 
contracts. I can assure the member for Southern River that that perception, particularly in areas such as Kwinana, 
is a reality. Whereas the right-wing think tank—the member for Riverton—can wax lyrical about economic 
models, we are confronted on a day-to-day basis with the stark reality of youth unemployment in excess of 
20 per cent and with a generation of young people who are quite simply not getting opportunities to secure this 
state’s future. 

I commend the speech given this evening by the member for Willagee; it was a very good contribution to the 
debate. He raised two issues of particular importance. The first is the importance of active leadership at a time of 
economic downturn; that is, the positive obligation on governments to be involved in the marketplace to 
safeguard and promote the state’s economic activity. Involvement in the marketplace ensures that the state not 
only generates economic activity now, but also continues to train and employ the people of the future so that 
when things pick up, governments can sit back and watch the fruits of their labour in times of prosperity because 
people are in a position to take advantage of those opportunities. Now is the time for leadership. Now is the time 
for the government to be proactive about our resources industry and about driving local content in it. 

The member for Willagee also made the observation that we should be looking at long-term industry policy to 
ensure that we are not confronted with this position in the future. He is right. The bill that we have before us 
tonight is one step in providing the opportunity for us as members of Parliament to put in place the instruments 
of a modern industry policy to ensure that we get the economic benefits into the future. We need a long-term 
industry policy that clearly maps out the future not only for the resources industry, but also for the manufacturing 
industry and the mining services industry, and for those companies that are looking to invest in Western 
Australia’s economy because of the opportunities it will provide. This bill we are debating tonight might provide 
the first step in a long-term strategic industry policy—the same one that perhaps the member for Riverton yearns 
for but cannot see in his government’s current policies—that would secure a comprehensive, strategic future for 
industry in Western Australia. 

This bill is fairly modest in scope. It is a modest attempt by the Labor members of Parliament assembled to put 
the simple proposition that has been put to us by members of the community time and again: what are companies 
doing to ensure that Western Australians benefit from the boom and to ensure that the opportunities of prosperity 
are spread across the community, and not simply limited to those directly employed in the digging up of dirt? 

This bill simply calls upon companies to provide a report to the minister, which would be tabled in Parliament, 
so that we could all see the local content component of these projects. If members like, the report would shine a 
light on local content. Now we see only a cloud of complex contracts and cannot see where the benefits are being 
driven for the WA community. At the moment all we can see is project modules and design and engineering 
opportunities being exported, and opportunities for people to be properly engaged in the construction of a lot of 
these projects disappearing overseas. 

As a number of members have observed, we have missed those opportunities in the past. We as a Parliament 
should ensure that that does not happen into the future. If these companies choose to table a report on the nature 
of the local content involved in their projects, and we as a community sit back and say, “That’s fine”, so be it. 
However, contrary to what the member for Geraldton asserted a short time ago, these major multinationals do 
respond to community concerns associated with these issues. I have seen it in the native title debate. I have seen 
these mining companies go from being groups making pariahs of those who are concerned about Indigenous 
employment to companies that are championing their efforts on Indigenous employment. We will therefore see 
these companies, which are concerned about their social licence to operate, respond to these community 
concerns. 

I do not expect the member for Geraldton necessarily to take my word for it. I want to highlight two publications 
from Chevron on two different issues in updates on the Gorgon project that illustrate this point vividly. Issue 23 
of Chevron’s update published in January 2011 celebrates Gorgon’s first year. It refers to the construction 
projects that Chevron has undertaken to date. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


