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Hearing commenced at 1.30 pm 
 
Mr STEVE McCARTNEY,  
State Secretary, Australian Manufacturing Workers Union, examined: 
 
Mr THOMAS PALMER, 
Research Officer, Australian Manufacturing Workers Union, examined:   
 
 
The CHAIR: Good afternoon. On behalf of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee I 
would like to thank you for your appearance before us today. The purpose of this hearing is to assist 
the committee in gathering its evidence for its inquiry into the economic implications of FLNG. 
You have been provided with a copy of the committee’s specific terms of references. At this stage I 
would like to introduce myself and the other members of the committee. I am Ian Blayney, the 
chair, this is Peter Tinley, the member for Willagee, and Shane Love, the member for Moore. The 
Economics and Industry Standing Committee is a committee of the Legislative Assembly of 
Western Australia. This committee is a formal procedure of Parliament and, therefore, commands 
the same respect given to proceedings in the house itself. Even though the committee is not asking 
witnesses to provide evidence on oath or affirmation, it is important that you understand that any 
deliberate misleading of the committee may be regarded as a contempt of Parliament. This is a 
public hearing and Hansard is making a transcript of the proceedings for the public record. If you 
refer to any documents during your evidence, it would assist Hansard if you would provide the full 
title for the record.  
Before we proceed to the inquiry-specific questions we have for you today, I need to ask you the 
following. Have you completed the “Details of Witness” form? 
The Witnesses: Yes.  
The CHAIR: Do you understand the notes at the bottom of the form about giving evidence to a 
parliamentary committee?  
The Witnesses: Yes.  
The CHAIR: Did you receive the “Information for Witnesses” sheet provided with the “Details of 
Witness” form today?  
The CHAIR: Do you have any questions in relation to being a witness at today’s hearing?  
The Witnesses: No, we do not.  
The CHAIR: Do you have a short statement for us today?  
Mr McCartney: Yes. We just wanted to reiterate some of the things that we think are important 
and worth noting and definitely worth repeating out of our submission to yourselves. If you would 
bear with me, we would like to deal with a couple of things that have brought some contention 
around our discussions outside of this room. I think I would like to clear up the issue around the 
amount of workers that would be disadvantaged in Western Australia. I think it is important that we 
get an understanding that these are the figures that we got out of the Department of Mines and 
Petroleum. We used their figures and their assumptions of the amount of labour that would be used 
and then we used the factor that they used when they are calculating these things of timing it by 
three. So, that is how we got to the figure, but I think it is worth noting that those figures usually 
blow out. The Pluto project would be a good example of showing you how those figures blow out.  
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Pluto was supposed to be built with 4 000 men and due to some poor fabrication outcomes from the 
modularisation in Asia, the project was extended out for nearly a year. It was nearly a year behind 
and there was nearly 9 000 men used on that particular project. If you look at the history of that job, 
I think you can quite clearly see that it was not through industrial action or it was not through an 
agreement that did not support the project. I think it was more along the lines of the lack of 
logistical expertise and project management that put that project where it was. When we hear some 
of the previous people coming making public statements in and around productivity, I thought it 
was worthwhile us making sure that we made that quite clear. I suppose you only have to look at the 
Gorgon project to see what a logistical nightmare that is and how that is impacting on the amount of 
labour used and, I suppose, the potential blow-out for the particular job. Other factors, of course, 
played in that period of time, which was, if you remember correctly, in and around that time we had 
a steel shortage as well, which played a role, but predominantly it was rework and poor 
manufacturing that set that project back.  
One of two things could happen I suggest. One is they could get it done here and make sure that the 
companies that do work here work under the strict outcome arrangements that they have to work in 
and the guidelines they have to work in in Australia and/or lift the guidelines to an equal level in 
Asia so that when these products get here, they are not in the state that they usually are. I suggest if 
the committee wants to have a look at a snapshot of that, they only have to go down to Henderson 
to have a look at the project and the lay-down area and the rework that is being done down there at 
the moment. For example, that particular project was going to use 600 men down there. It is a good 
chance they will use 1 400 men. I suppose we need to have that discussion up-front to see that this 
is the minimum amount of numbers that could be impacted on in the future not the maximum 
amount of numbers.  
We stand behind them because we know that the department stands behind those figures themselves 
and the state of that. I wanted to make sure that we got on record that is where we got our figures 
from and how that happened. I am concerned with some of the discussions I have heard in the 
public gallery over this period of time about big discussions around profit and the profitability of 
projects. I thought quite clearly that the guidelines for this were in and around the impact on the 
Western Australian people and the Western Australian government, not the profitability of one 
project or the extra profit they can make on one project or another. I would be disappointed if that 
was something that guided us to a decision around these things when we are really talking about the 
impact of opportunities for Western Australians, including some of the lowest paid and 
disadvantaged Western Australians that we have in the remote areas of the Kimberley and other 
parts where these projects are put in place.  
The other thing I would like to highlight that was part of our submission is the amount of domestic 
gas. I think that everyone understands how domestic gas could be an issue for our own productivity 
for the state in the future, especially if we are looking at ways of how to be more productive and 
utilise low cost for manufacturing in the future. When we had these projects, of course, even if 
some revenue money was put aside to compensate for that gas, it does not give us real gas and the 
opportunity to use that 15 per cent of domestic gas that we usually leverage off the back of these 
projects. I suppose that is a huge advantage to the company because they can make more profit off 
that gas, but, once again, the discussion here is not about profit for them. It should be about 
outcomes for the state. They are the things I wanted to talk about from our submission and I am 
prepared to answer any questions that you want to ask.  
Mr P.C. TINLEY: Thanks, Steve and Tom, for coming in. I state for the record my colleague Fran 
Logan’s apologies for not being here. I have been in business, as it happens, this afternoon, and it is 
important to keep those linkages. He sends his regards. Steve, your union has been working with 
other unions in collaboration with businesses in the past, particularly in the last few years around 
local content generally, which is typically the major issue here. Do you believe that that 
collaboration has had any impact on more work for the Western Australian workshops?  



Economics and Industry Friday, 1 November 2013 — Session Four Page 3 

 

[1.40 pm] 
Mr McCartney: It has done, and I can point to an example if the committee wants. We had a local 
content campaign about maximising the outcomes out of the resources that were getting developed 
over that period of time because there was such a low volume of manufacturing out of these 
projects. For instance, I think the example that we would like to use would be the Gorgon project—
395 000 tonnes of manufacturing. Until we had a rally out the front of Parliament House, the 
Australian Steel Institute, the local fabricators—I am talking about the level 2–tier fabricators, 
which employ more than 100 people—were saying to us that they did not get any of that work. 
They were desperate. The Australian Steel Institute can only lobby to a certain extent. We can lobby 
all the people we deal with and the collaboration of the Australian Steel Institute fabricators and 
ourselves was an unusual collaboration, I have to say. It was with people we do not usually work 
with, but we found the situation so dire that we all understood that we had to work together to 
ensure that we could send a good message around productivity and to win some of that work back. 
Because of that rally we managed to claw back 23 000 tonnes of work out of the 395 000 tonnes. To 
give you some sort of indication of what that means, it means around about 18 months’ to two 
years’ work for 1 000 people and approximately 190 to 250 apprentices getting an opportunity off 
the back of that work. You can imagine, I suspect, if we got 100 000 tonnes or 40 000 or 50 000 
tonnes, what that would do for our economy and for our skills development in the future. All three 
stakeholders in that rally completely understood that. If we cast our minds back, you will realise 
that fabrication companies’ management and staff closed their buildings that day and marched up 
the road with the workers and the unions to try to emphasise the fact that we needed this work.  
We say that our position is that there is an equal share to blame across federal and state 
governments for not working hard enough to get that work here. I think when we create a big 
enough ruckus out the front of Parliament House and 23 000 tonnes magically appears, it shows 
what we can do if we do apply ourselves and refocus ourselves on manufacturing as a serious part 
of local content. We say “serious” because it is important to not only keep Western Australians 
employed; it is absolutely vital to keep them employed so we can build the skills base for the future.  
Mr R.S. LOVE: This inquiry is all about the changes, the opportunity and the challenges that 
floating natural gas development represents for the state. We have heard from other investment 
groups that the opportunity with the Browse decision was between FLNG or no project. Given that 
we are looking now at what might come from FLNG, a number of companies have come here and 
told us there will be significant job opportunities and opportunities for Western Australian industry 
from the operational phase of the FLNG projects, although there will be virtually zero from the 
manufacturing point of view on the actual FLNG floating platforms. What, positively speaking, can 
you see can being garnered in terms of employment opportunities for Western Australian workers 
and industry in some of the operational phases and with some of the ancillary work and subsea 
work et cetera?  
Mr McCartney: I think Shell made it quite clear the other day that they were going to create 1 000 
jobs over the life of the project. That is 25 years of work and they create 1 000 jobs! I cannot see 
that as a great deal spinner for us. I also hear the ex–federal minister and others talking about the 
great opportunities to get into the supply chain for these projects. Now, I do not know where he got 
the research from about that but history has told us that since 2000, when the modularisation started 
with Pluto, that the way this whole system works is the projects are run out of Houston; the design 
and engineering is run out of France, Reading in England or partly done in Singapore. They use 
their key supply chain people all the time and there is an A-list of suppliers who do not tender—
they use them automatically—and there is a B-list of subcontractors who have to tender. It is a very 
hard list to get onto. It is absolutely impossible to get onto it if you do not get involved in the design 
and engineering, because it is very difficult to value-add. I am sure engineers will come in here and 
tell you the same thing. It is very difficult for our state and our engineering industry to value-add to 
their project to be able to get into the project work later on to increase the capacity or the outcome 
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or the lack of pollution pumped into the air or the safeguards if we were not in the initial design and 
engineering stage. Because they own the template for this, because they own the design and 
engineering, it would be almost impossible for us to break into that line of work. So that minimises 
opportunities for us to do project work in the future.  
I can tell you what I believe will happen. I believe the module will appear from South Korea and I 
believe that we will have X amount of Australian labour bolting that module back onto that piece of 
work—unbolting it and bolting it on. As far as design, engineering and manufacturing those pieces 
into the future goes, I do not believe even they believe they can do that. I have been part of a 
committee for the last two years federally to discuss how we can get into that supply chain of the oil 
and gas. I have listened for two years to companies like Hofmann Engineering, which is one of the 
few companies out of the whole of Australia that has been successful breaking into the supply 
chains and manufacturing from the manufacturing side with any success.  
We need to develop skills and we need support for our industry to get to that high-end 
manufacturing. Out of the 29 countries that are manufacturing countries in the world, 28 of them 
have had support by government to get there. This is an experiment in manufacturing that I think 
only manufacturing will lose at the other end. The Australian government and the state’s view of 
free trade in a marketplace where there is no free trade make it virtually impossible for us to break 
into that market to maintain manufacturing, build skills development and diversify to where we 
need to be, to be there in 2025. That is why we have been running that campaign about how we 
build up the best bang for our buck out of the resources. That is why the Australian Steel Institute 
was behind us and that is why the fabricators secretly stand up cheering for us. It is very difficult for 
a fabricator to stand up. I dare say it would be very difficult and a big decision for a fabricator to 
come to this particular tribunal and discuss the difficulties of breaking into their potential 
customers’ supply chain. That would only put a black mark on their card and ensure that they will 
not get work into the future.  
Mr P.C. TINLEY: That was underscored recently by closed sessions. It is very interesting that you 
make that point. Sorry, Steve, I did not mean to cut across you.  
Mr McCartney: I promise to give shorter answers in the future.  
Mr R.S. LOVE: It goes to the heart of why these decisions were made in the first place, and why 
the onshore facilities were deemed to be uneconomic was basically because of the perception of the 
very high costs of doing business in Australia, Western Australia in particular. I wonder how you 
would respond to criticisms that the productivity of our workforce and the cost of labour are a big 
contributor, along with, admittedly, some government regulation problems and other matters. 
Certainly, wage costs and declining level of productivity are at the heart of why some of these 
decisions are being made. At least, this is the evidence we have been given. I am wondering how 
you would like to respond to that. 
[1.50 pm] 
Mr McCartney: I would like to agree with that on some levels. We sit there in awe of the wages 
and conditions of some of the management teams inside these oil and gas jobs, like $9.6 million a 
year for their particular contract to run the company and other major players inside the company on 
$1 million and share options and all those other things. Our members and I find it difficult to 
understand those particular pay rates and the cost effectiveness of paying someone $9 million a year 
and how much productivity comes out the other end as a real net benefit for the company. We have 
been looking and wondering about that ourselves for quite some time. We think it is quite ironic 
that they talk about workers in an oil and gas industry, which is a high-end industry, with high risk, 
long periods of time away from their family and sometimes long periods sitting on a tin box in the 
middle of the ocean working 12 hours a day and sleeping on the job for the other 12, in comparison 
to their wages, which are quite minuscule. If they actually believe that that is their position, they 
would be looking at their own costs and their own productivity as a first step instead of trying to cut 
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off smokos for workers on a $60 billion project. I just do not think that mucking around with 15 
minutes here and there and not investing in their middle management skills, their logistics and their 
productivity from a project management level seems a little bit back to front to us, but then again, I 
am not on $9.6 million a year so maybe he makes decisions smarter than me.  
Mr P.C. TINLEY: There has been some evidence, publicly as well, in the domain talking about 
some of these proponents of the larger projects, talking about the local content contribution. They 
have numbers in the seventies, eighties and nineties. Has your organisation done any work to 
unpack that into skilled and unskilled? When I talk about unskilled, I am talking about flying to the 
job as a grudge buy—they have to feed them and house them. You cannot import a hole in the 
ground in the metals and minerals area; it has to be dug. Has your organisation looked at the 
difference between skilled and unskilled in that local content?  
Mr McCartney: We have. I seem to be picking on one particular project. I suppose because it is the 
most recent project, it is at the forefront of my mind. A major project that is building an onshore 
operation offshore came out and quite clearly said that it has given us $10 billion worth of local 
content. We picked that apart as $2.4 billion of that went to Australia, which were the air flights for 
the whole of the operation, the box at the football and the amount of money they spent on 
advertising. They got local content, food, the telephone bill, the fuel bill and all the other things 
they cannot avoid doing in Australia because the $2.4 billion was broken down into that. The 
$8 billion was broken down into shopfront companies that they use for Australia. An example for 
iron ore would be the recent train acquisition. Under the local content in iron ore—I think it was in 
the FMG upgrade—we bought two trains from an Australian company, EDI. EDI does not make 
trains; it imports them directly from India, but that is local content because they used EDI. What 
came out of the whole of the local content as far as manufacturing for the Gorgon project to my 
knowledge was the 23 000 tonnes that we got from marching up the road. All the rest was local 
content. This is why we have always argued that there should be two ways to measure local content 
for these projects—one for the construction and start-up; that is, manufacturing. Manufacturing 
becomes an entity of its own as far as local content is concerned because that builds the skills that 
we need for the future to look after the projects after they are developed. We believe that they 
should put a ring around those people and that local content be analysed. The other local content is 
the production and ongoing costs. When you separate those two, you will really see a stark 
difference in manufacturing, and how much in manufacturing and how much in real blue-collar jobs 
we get out of local content, besides the jobs that they would have had to have paid for anyway, like 
digging a hole, et cetera. It was not even a surprise to us how much trouble they had gone to to 
ensure that when they did award something to an Australian company, it came from overseas.  
Mr R.S. LOVE: Coming back to the floating liquid natural gas proposal rather than the general 
discussion on tendering, how do you see that Australian workers can be positioned to fill as many 
jobs as possible in an operational phase of these new operations?  
Mr McCartney: The only way we can get anything out of floating FLNG is to find out how many 
of those 1 000 jobs are blue-collar jobs and try to get Western Australians into those 1 000 blue-
collar jobs over 25 years. I do not think it will help our unemployment figures and I do not think it 
will build our skills base. That is the only thing we can do. Our biggest argument will be how many 
technicians they have to have on board that have come with the boat and come with the company, 
and there will be lots of them because it is built in South Korea by a South Korean company. They 
will have their workers on there, especially for the warranty period and the commissioning stages. 
Then our debate will be with the company, I suspect. How many of those technicians will be 
Australian jobs and how many of those other jobs will be for Australians trained to get those jobs? 
We might get a bit of those 1 000 jobs. I cannot honestly tell you how many of the 1 000 jobs that 
will develop over the next 25 years will come back to us. I can tell you that if you look at the 
federal Australian participation program, they are exempt from that. No Australian participation is 
required, the same as no 15 per cent local gas component is required. I would like to see the real 
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profitability between an onshore situation and that—on the ongoing over 35 years. I do not know 
how much difference there would be. I am sure there is about 30-odd per cent, I think they said, 
profitability in getting it here. They have saved all that money. That 35 per cent extra profit that 
they have saved is obviously off the back of Western Australian jobs and the future skills 
development of them. I suppose it is up to this committee to see whether it is worth it to Western 
Australia.  
The CHAIR: When you were talking about Western Australian firms getting into these supply 
chains, you mentioned a company called Hofmann. Is that an east coast company?  
Mr McCartney: No, Hofmann is a Western Australian-based company. All I can say is that I think 
Hofmann has had a very good understanding of what it needs to diversify to stay in the industry. It 
is a small enough unit to diversify into parts for gearboxes and that sort of thing to get into the 
supply chain. It has been very successful with that. It is not very often you hear this from a union, I 
suppose, but you have to take your hat off to that company for the way it manages its company, its 
engineering and its workforce.  
The CHAIR: Are there lessons in that example that other companies can learn from?  
Mr McCartney: There are some lessons in that example. I think a lot of companies are talking to 
Hofmann to see where they sit in that space. You have to remember that they are a niche industry 
and they found a niche spot that they have learnt how to do very well and that was because they 
were let into the supply chain and given the opportunity to be involved in the design of the product. 
That is a very important component. If we are not in the design and engineering phase, we do not 
end up in the supply chain. It was something that was brought out in the federal committee, 
something that was seen as absolutely viable.  
[2.00 pm] 
Part of the discussion of the Australian participation plan was about making sure that we try to get 
some of that engineering and design, because that is where our future is if we want to get into the 
supply chain. Without that Australian participation component being part of that, that is just another 
impediment for us not to be in that space. 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: Whilst you are now on the AIPPs, how effective have they been in actually 
getting work? 
Mr McCartney: Well, I think we would have to really give that a go, because they have only been 
in for a very short period of time. I think the first company that will probably come across that 
project in Western Australia that I know at the front of my mind would be Gina Rinehart’s project; 
it will be the first one that comes up against the APP—the Australian participation stuff. So, I 
suppose that will be the experiment on them. 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: In your view, what are the penalties for not complying with the APP? 
Mr McCartney: Well, there are some concessions they do not get from federal government. There 
are some tax concessions. I suppose we have to work out in the future if that is a big enough 
impediment. There is nothing that forces them to go down the path. 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: There has been a lot said in this room and publicly about the fact that we will 
never ever be cost competitive with South–East Asia again in our manufacturing area because they 
do not have the same compliance input costs like super, like safety, the OH&S costs and those — 
Mr McCartney: Taxes. 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: Taxes. 
Mr McCartney: Five or six different government departments running one facility under two 
different ministers makes it very difficult for companies to do work down at the AMC. I might be 
speaking well and truly out of turn here, but, you know, maybe we have to look at streamlining this 
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from top to bottom. If we are really talking about productivity, we have got to talk about how do we 
make things flow at the AMC, how do we get support from state and federal governments to get 
work there, how do we get support over the interim period to support manufacturing to get to the 
point where we need to be into that high-end manufacturing so we do not lose our skills base in the 
process. That is the risk we run. The risk we run is — 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: Okay. Just following on from that, it appears—you might be able to confirm 
this or not—that some Western Australian companies have gone down this pathway of offshoring 
their own workforce or parts of their manufacturing business. Is that your experience? 
Mr McCartney: That is, and it is also part of the tender process. I think if you investigate the 
tender process with some of these companies, some of these companies are directed where they get 
their engineering done. 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: Really? 
Mr McCartney: I have been told that anecdotally when I am talking to companies about, “Why did 
you offshore this stuff?” I suppose when companies see governments bowing to multinationals, they 
do not feel they have got any support, and companies will not take them on, because if I am a 
manufacturing company and I take on a multinational about their price, about the fact that they 
offshore it, about how hard the tender is, where is their anonymity and where is their support? It is a 
big risk for a company. That is why there are not 20 companies in here telling you. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: We have heard from industry, and of course they are sitting on the other side of 
the table to you, to an extent. They are telling us that low productivity, government regulation and 
the cost of doing business all play into the decisions that are made in investment. At the end of the 
day, the government will extract—or the federal government at least will extract—significant 
taxation from the petroleum resource rent tax. I guess philosophically there are two arguments here: 
whether we should just let the market forces run their course and pick up that taxation to be 
distributed back to the shareholders, if you like—to the Australian people—or should government 
take a more active role in determining how the resources are developed? I am suspecting that you 
might feel that they might take a more active role, but how do you see that government should 
actually be involved in this space? 
Mr McCartney: I do not think anyone is asking government to hold our hand and help us. I think 
what we are asking government to do is give us a level playing field so we get an opportunity. I 
think part of that is talking about the Australian participation stuff; part of it is about, when we do 
state contracts, ensuring that we make skills development for blue-collar workers part of the bottom 
line so that we do have apprenticeships, we do develop skills and we do ensure that we keep our 
manufacturing industry alive. I suppose we can let market forces do what they do, but that does 
mean that we will not have a manufacturing industry at the end of that. It will also mean, I suppose, 
if we let market forces and no support go that way, the tourism industry will go the same way, or 
any other industry that is in competition with the Asian market. We either decide, I suppose, that we 
are all going to work on no money and no lifestyle and take our conditions to the tip, or we are 
going to establish ourselves as a smarter, brighter country that does engineering—high-end 
engineering—and become something similar, I think, to what Germany is in Europe. The German 
government did a lot to get Germany there, but what it did do is establish Germany as a high-end 
manufacturer that does the job once. The amount of support they got with research and development 
alone has helped establish that manufacturing industry over there in a very hostile environment, 
when you think about it, dealing with the Eastern Bloc. It was a similar situation to us; it wanted 
government support. That manufacturing industry is flourishing over there in a very highly 
competitive market. Why? Because of the support and the foresight of the government 
understanding that if they actually want to build things, they have to think about the future; they 
have to support the industry to get there. That is what the industry is saying to our government now. 
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Mr Palmer: Do you mind if I just add something to that as well? It is not just market forces that are 
behind the push for FLNG; it is clearly a policy position of the previous federal resources minister, 
Gary Gray, and the current federal resources minister, Ian Macfarlane. Their policy position is to 
get the gas to market as quickly as possible, and that is being driven by government, and it is 
impacting on the investment decision. Getting the gas to market as quickly as possible is a different 
debate that is not necessarily being driven by the market. 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: Probably my final point is the role that standards may be set. I notice in the way 
some projects are set up that the preferred standard—engineering standard I am talking about 
now — 
Mr McCartney: Yes. 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: — is identified as being a US welding standard or a JIS steel as opposed to an 
Australian standard. What impact do you think that has on our capacity to be competitive? 
Mr McCartney: The fact that we have lowered Australian standards to international standards has 
opened the doorway for low-priced manufacturing of a different standard to come into our country, 
with different sizes. You know, you might have five-millimetre versus six-millimetre steel. Some 
has got more carbon in it than others. So they use five-millimetre steel in this configuration with 
higher carbon, and it eliminates a bigger bit of steel with lower carbon from an Australian design. 
Australian industry standards—safety and industrial and building standards—are a lot higher than 
international standards. 
Mr P.C. TINLEY: Unrealistically or — 
Mr McCartney: Not unrealistically, but what it does do is sets us in a different playing field, 
because what happens then is the Asian market has to build it to Australian standards and compete 
with us, instead of us having to build it to Asian standards and compete with them. 
[2.10 pm] 
But the difficulty is that our manufacturers do not get it to build to Asian standards because the 
people of the world that oversee these projects make sure the Australian work is done to the letter of 
the contract and nothing less, and I do not think those standards are the same overseas or we would 
not be doing the rework we are doing now. 
The CHAIR: I think we have covered it reasonably well. Have you got anything else, any final 
points that you would like to make for us? 
Mr McCartney: Not really. I think we covered pretty much everything we wanted to. I think it is 
just important that the reason we wanted to be here today was really, I think, just to reset the 
argument back to benefits for Western Australia and not about how much profit a particular project 
can make by doing it cheaper with FLNG. The bit I do not understand is if Browse Basin was never 
ever going to get up, they were not negotiating in good faith for the last two and a half years with 
the Indigenous people or with the state government, because if it was only ever going to be FLNG 
or not on land, then they never should have discussed anything with the Indigenous people about 
how they could get this on the land. They should never have set their hopes and ambitions to where 
they were just to be thrown on the ground. They should have never talked to the state government 
about this land and that land and how they are going to process things or how they are going to lay a 
pipeline down, and get companies to tender for that if it was never ever going to be on the ground 
and was always going to be FLNG. I thought—and I am not sure from whereabouts your side of the 
room it came from—that was a good test. If it was never ever going to be on land because it was 
never ever going to be profitable, open the lease up and see if someone wants to develop it, because 
I bet you they will and I bet you those Indigenous people will get an opportunity for the future, and 
I bet you 32 000 Western Australians might get a job at the other end of it. 
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The CHAIR: Okay, thanks for that. I will just read our closing statement. Thank you for your 
evidence before the committee today. A transcript of this hearing will be forwarded to you for 
correction of minor errors. Any such correction must be made and the transcript returned within 
10 days from the date of the letter attached to the transcript. If the transcript is not returned within 
this period, it will be deemed to be correct. New material cannot be added via these corrections and 
the sense of your evidence cannot be altered. Should you wish to provide additional information or 
elaborate on particular points, please include a supplementary submission for the committee’s 
consideration when you return your corrected transcript of evidence. There may be a case that the 
committee might have some questions for you; is it all right if we just send them to you in writing 
and you can respond? 
Mr McCartney: No problem at all. 
The CHAIR: Thank you very much for your time. 

Hearing concluded at 2.13 pm 
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