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Hearing commenced at 10.04 am 

 
ENGLAND, MR JAMES 
State Manager, Australian Steel Institute, examined: 

 

 

The CHAIR: On behalf of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee I would like to thank 
you for your attendance this morning. The purpose of today’s session is for the committee to 
receive a briefing from Mr James England of the Australian Steel Institute in aid of its inquiry into 
the economic implications of floating liquefied natural gas operations. I take this opportunity 
introduce myself, Ian Blayney, member for Geraldton and Chair of the committee; and our other 
members here today; Jan Norberger, member for Joondalup; and Fran Logan, member for 
Cockburn. I am assuming we will fairly soon be joined by Peter Tinley, the member for Willagee. 
The Economics and Industry Standing Committee is a committee of the Parliament of Western 
Australia. This hearing is a formal procedure of the Parliament and therefore commands the same 
respect given to the proceedings of the house itself. This is a closed briefing and Hansard will be 
making a transcript of the proceedings. If you refer to any documents during your evidence, it 
would assist Hansard if you could provide the full title for the record. Before we begin I need to ask 
you a series of preliminary questions. Have you completed the details of witness form?  

Mr England: Yes. 

The CHAIR: Do you understand the notes at the bottom of the form about giving evidence to a 
parliamentary committee?  

Mr England: Yes. 

The CHAIR: Did you receive and read the information for witnesses briefing sheet provided in 
advance of today’s hearing?  

Mr England: Yes. 

The CHAIR: Do you have any questions in relation to being a witness at today’s hearing?  

Mr England: No. 

The CHAIR: Would you please state the capacity in which you appear before the committee 
today? You can start your briefing. 

Mr England: The Australian Steel Institute is the representative body of businesses that use steel in 
this state and nationally. As a bit of a background to the steel industry in Western Australia, I will 
give you a very brief history of our involvement, specifically, the involvement in the gas industry. It 
is roughly two and a half decades since the extraction of oil and gas really took off in Western 
Australia. The steel industry has experienced a rise in activity in that area in those two and a half 
decades. It has also experienced a recent decline, so we have seen businesses enter the industry and 
exit. The bulk of the opportunity for the steel industry in general are in the design and manufacturer 
of equipment used in the extraction of reserves and the production of downstream gas products. 
Local firms have been involved in the design and construction of major gas projects, particularly on 
the North West Shelf project. They were involved in the design and manufacturer of trains 1, 2 and 
3. However, they have also been involved in the construction of offshore facilities such as the 
Goodwin Blacktip and Reindeer platforms, to name but a few.  

Recent changes to the design of the processing plants and offshore platforms in the form of 
modularisation of structures and the rise of our neighbouring regional economies have resulted in 
local firms missing out on a lot of work. We have gone from being a player to being pretty much 
excluded by circumstances that are buried and do not really play into the FLNG debate, but have a 
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bit of a bearing on the history of the industry in Western Australia. Local firms enjoyed a natural 
advantage for many years. They were pretty much isolated from competition. That situation ended 
some time ago and we are now in a situation in which we are facing hot competition. The design 
work is now performed in the UK, USA and around Asia. Engineering contracts are let to 
multinational firms with international supply chains reaching from one end of the process to the 
other. Steel fabrication is performed in giant yards that enjoy the support of their host states. 
Financial currency and tax regimes in competing countries are protected from market forces by the 
planned nature of their economies. Local WA firms are subjected to the full force of the market and 
enjoy absolutely no protection. In fact, they carry a massively unfair burden, which gives their 
competitors every advantage.  

The once high hopes for a local centre of excellence in the supply of steel work to LNG projects has 
been reduced to the supply by a few small companies of products generally designed and made 
elsewhere with major supply based out of places like Singapore. WA is at best a branch office. 
Times have changed, as stated above, but even after modularisation and foreign design there is still 
a little bit of steel work to be done locally. For example, WA might be able to squeeze about two 
per cent of the steel work for the Gorgon project out if we remain lucky, but with the change to 
FLNG, WA will not see any steel-based local content benefit. Certainly in terms of design 
engineering with steel fabrication, all this work will go to offshore companies.  

It is of significant concern that all levels of government have not been able to appreciate the 
seriousness of the reduction in local market share across all resource projects, not just LNG. After 
performing several studies and compiling reports, it is apparent to the steel industry that the system 
of measuring local content is insufficient and it does not provide government with enough reliable 
data to make informed decisions about how local firms are faring. In the old days those natural 
barriers to competition made it very reasonable to take a build-it-and-they-will-come approach to 
projects. As witnessed by the old state agreement acts, which contain very weak local content 
clauses, these days a more rigorous approach is required.  

[10.10 am] 

The current system of measurement of local content appears to involve two state government 
departments—the Department of State Development and the Department of Commerce. DSD 
collects data from those few resource companies that agree to provide it. There is no compulsion to 
provide that data. The DOC then compiles a six-monthly report. The DOC also includes some 
figures in its report from newspaper articles. The reports are not audited independently, yet the data 
is collected from firms with a vested interest in submitting the highest local content numbers they 
can. The data could refer to anything; there is no definition of what is counted. The units appear to 
be dollar values of contracts but there is no definition of what that means, especially not in terms of 
value added in WA. There is no indication of what is a good or bad result or of any KPIs or goals 
set for increasing local opportunities. Two successive Auditor General reports have called for the 
system to be revised but no action appears to have been taken. Given that the state government now 
wants to argue that local content levels will be negatively impacted by FLNG, it is time to put a 
measurement system in place that is robust and compulsory and serves WA well. With correct, 
reliable data, local firms could make informed investment decisions and government could plan 
more effectively for industry. Every CEO knows that measuring and forecasting market share is a 
vital component of their business, so I think it is incumbent on government to take the same 
approach.  

I would also like to ask the committee to consider recommending that funds be made available to 
enable industry development. The steel industry is an early adopter of new technology but given the 
hit it is likely to take with the transition to FLNG, investment dollars will be scarce. There needs to 
be a full review of the market potential with the introduction of new activities to replace what we 
are about to lose. That concludes my briefing statement. Any questions? 
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The CHAIR: Have you any indication of their intention for handling repairs and maintenance on 
FLNGs?  

Mr England: Repairs and maintenance would probably be handled the same way as they are for the 
FPSO in service at the moment. 

The CHAIR: Where is that exactly?  

Mr England: As far as I am aware, Singapore is well positioned to take care of that. We have no 
deep water ports and no maintenance facilities in WA that — 

The CHAIR: How about when the thing is out at sea? They say in their stuff about FLNG that 
because it is expected to sit on the station for 25 years, its maintenance will be different; it will be 
continuous and they say that the people doing that maintenance will be Western Australian based. I 
am wondering about the actual supply of whatever they need, remembering that these things are 
operating out at sea in a very aggressive maritime environment, so, once again, maintenance will be 
quite critical. I am just wondering about the requirements for maintenance. Do you think they will 
be sourced locally or are they likely to come from offshore somewhere?  

Mr England: I would say they are more than likely to come from offshore. Chances are what they 
need will be largely designed and manufactured offshore anyway because that is where the supply 
chains lead. There is nothing compelling them to use Western Australian services. There is no way 
of actually measuring it anyway. Whatever they want to tell us; there is no compulsion on them to 
indicate their intentions or to report accurately what they do.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: James, this is a briefing session to get our heads around the issue. We know 
from the evidence we have already received and what you have just said there will be virtually no 
work from FLNG in terms of its engineering construction installation for us. What are we losing 
compared to, for example, the first production trains on the North West Shelf. What did Western 
Australia get out of that and what did it bring to the state’s economy?  

Mr England: I do not know the exact tonnages but it would have been tens of thousands of tonnes 
of locally made steel and probably millions of hours of work. But, more importantly, the 
multiplying factor of getting that highly skilled design work done in Western Australia is probably 
the most important thing we will miss out because we have allowed companies to take that design 
work away. That means we will be losing those skills. I see it as a lost opportunity over the years 
that WA was in a position to build ourselves up to the same sort of level as may be places like 
Aberdeen, where they have maximised their opportunities in natural resources. It is a great shame 
WA has failed to do that.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: In comparison, Perth is a much bigger place than Aberdeen if you want to do a 
comparison of what Aberdeen has done and what we have not done. 

Mr England: Without having figures to hand, certainly, the anecdotal evidence is that Aberdeen 
has turned itself into the go-to place for all oil and gas experts. They seem to have carved 
themselves out a global market for expertise in the area of extraction and maintenance of production 
facilities. The same can be said of Norway, which has had some success in its activities based 
around the North Sea fields. It is interesting to think that the North Sea fields have come and gone 
in my lifetime. In 40 years they have cropped up and expanded massively. What they have left is 
this legacy of highly skilled areas like Aberdeen and Stavanger Norway where they have left behind 
these highly skilled centres of excellence. It would be nice to think that WA would achieve the 
same but we do not appear to be heading down that path. 

The CHAIR: I do not know whether you would call it an advantage but the advantage Aberdeen 
had was that until oil and gas came along, it was very much a declining city. My brother worked in 
the North Sea for five years based at Aberdeen so I know a bit about it, whereas, of course, Perth in 
Western Australia has all the minerals so we have bubbled along quite happily whether we did or 
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whether we did not try to build something around oil and gas. At points in the past, have people put 
up a proposal like that that did not go anywhere?  

Mr England: I think you could see it a number of times, yes—a lot of people. I know my 
predecessor has. They have attempted to get some interest, some hunger for it, but I do not think the 
appetite has been there. 

The CHAIR: The interesting thing is that in the paper this morning I was reading that they are now 
saying there are huge shale gas deposits in the north of England. While the North Sea is obviously 
in decline, it looks like now they have got a similar thing to tight gas as they have in the US. 

Mr England: I guess that raises all sorts of questions for FLNG as well. It is a massive investment 
to put these enormous facilities out in the ocean. How does that compare in terms of the cost of the 
shale gas. Are we are going to be competing. If it means that, then great, but that is not really my 
argument, my argument is all about steel. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Again for the sake of the committee, James, do you want to give the committee 
some idea of our skill capability on some of the projects that we have been able to do here in 
Western Australia? 

[10.20 am] 

Mr England: I guess it has evolved to the steel industry being focused on what it can get, given that 
it is up against massive competition from overseas. The local industry has developed as a very 
robust group of small companies, most of them family owned; there are only a couple of listed 
companies involved in the market here. They are quite flexible in their approach so they will take 
on any sort of work they can. They have to be flexible because they cannot rely on one market 
segment to constantly provide them with work. Pacific Industrial Company, for example, built the 
city square tower. It has also built stackers and reclaimers for mining facilities. It is involved in 
construction work and it has just purchased an engineering firm, so it is moving along the supply 
chain in both directions. That is an example of the type of flexibility the companies have to have. 
There is really not much that they cannot take on. It is more difficult in the oil and gas area because 
the supply chains are established and it requires a good deal of push to break into. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Do want to explain a bit more about what you mean by supply chain? 

Mr England: Most of the oil and gas work from a steel perspective is designed and procurement 
teams are located elsewhere—Reading in the UK and Houston in America—that is where it 
happens. We are dealing with multinational companies and corporations and they are very astute 
and very well versed in wanting to get the cheapest price; they control their supply very tightly. 
There appear to be four ways to break into an established supply chain. The Nigerians have one way 
of doing it, which is fairly forceful and blunt. 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: Nationalisation! 

Mr England: That is it! Other countries like those in the Middle East have a different way of doing 
it. They use economic influence and you can certainly see that throughout towns in South-East 
Asian countries—Malaysia and Indonesia using their economic leverage to get them some results. 
Another way of doing it is the Chinese approach, which is simply to put your economy in a position 
where you are the cheapest no matter what. What would be left to our companies, given they are 
unprotected by governments, is to be smarter, better and faster and more valuable on their own 
merits than their competitors. That is pretty much where we are. We do have some success in that 
we can take some things away, but it is pretty tough doing it that way—that is doing it the hard way. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: What about the argument you have seen in the paper, and there is some in the 
paper today, and we will certainly have it presented to us—we have had it presented to us already in 
briefing session—that it is just far too expensive to do this type of work in Western Australia? 
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Mr England: I guess that goes back to what I have previously said. There are ways of doing that. 
Other countries are very expensive to do business in, but they sort of find a way of doing it. It is not 
impossible to have certain costs involved in a business environment and to still get the work; it is 
just a matter of willpower, I guess, and how we do it. There is certainly willingness; there is no lack 
of willingness to invest from the perspective of local businesses. They have proven that over the last 
40 years where they have invested. They are certainly investing now. We are pretty much at the 
bottom of the cycle with regard to the local steel industry, but yes, firms are still investing and still 
buying new machines, still putting on new people and still out there promoting what they do. So the 
industry is willing; it is just a matter of getting the other players on board. I think the multinational 
oil and gas companies have expressed a willingness to participate in the process using local 
businesses where they can. Where they are told to, they certainly have no choice, but they have 
certainly expressed that they would like to engage local businesses. 

Mr J. NORBERGER: Obviously, federally, we see that historically there has been a willingness 
and a history of subsidising or investing, in this instance in the automotive and manufacturing 
industries to various degrees of success. One of the things that you mentioned and where I think 
maybe there is a great opportunity for us is if we become smarter quicker; if we are at the forefront 
of the technological curve. The flipside of that is to get to that requires investment; it requires 
capital to get us there. From your industry’s standpoint what kind of conversations have you 
perhaps had with the federal government in relation to getting some financial assistance, similar to 
that of the automotive industry, to help our local steel manufacturers? It might not need to be long-
term assistance, just some assistance to help us get to that curve where, once we get there, we can, 
hopefully, be a bit of a self-sustaining competitive nature. 

Mr England: We at the ASI have had that conversation at the federal level and at the state level. 
We have called quite regularly for an interruption to the process so we could regroup and plan for 
that future. I think a report was released recently—I cannot remember off the top my head, but I 
think I can find it—that said that industry in Australia and Western Australia had not developed to 
the point where it should have given our history. We would like to see that and help that process 
along. I talk to the CSIRO and the universities on a regular basis and it is obvious that there is 
research work being done; there are opportunities out there that we could take advantage of. But 
there is a big gap between a family-owned business and what is being done at the universities. So 
we definitely need help to bridge that gap. 

Mr J. NORBERGER: If we could get something like that happening, without jumping to any 
conclusions, would that be something that would be quite beneficial to the industry? There could be 
some kind of assistance package, for lack of a better definition, they could help integrate some of 
these technological advances that are beginning to appear into the industry and give them that shot 
in the arm, if you like, to make it more attractive. I am also mindful of the multiplier impact of that. 
Once you become more attractive to the oil and gas companies, I have no doubt you will be more 
attractive to the mining companies and all the other offshoots. 

Mr England: Exactly; if we could crack oil and gas, we would be in a position to really develop the 
economy and to really push ahead. I guess the big issue is how we do it. The last thing the industry 
needs is a subsidy of any description; that sort of price support that we have seen is terribly 
destructive. We need to make sure we do not create a protected industry that would be so weak. But 
certainly finding some way of getting our businesses up to the next level and to make that transition 
would be the right thing to do. That is borne out by a number of reports. There is a recent one, the 
Howard report, that indicates that the steel industry in particular can and should move to the next 
level. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: James, I know you are not going to know all the technical answers to this, but 
would Western Australian industry be able to undertake work for FLNG construction? I am not 
talking about the entire project. 
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Mr England: Yes, we have firms operating today in Western Australia that would be able to add 
value to an FLNG, given that it is an LNG plant on a ship. We have businesses in Western Australia 
currently active that would be able to offer value to the project. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Could you elaborate what type of work? 

Mr England: Off the top of my head, pipe supports; we have a very clever pipe support 
manufacturing business, which is a technical field and something that requires expertise, so that 
would be one. Certainly any sort of gearbox maintenance and manufacturing would be something 
we could work on. I think we probably have expertise in filters and process activities that would be 
attractive. However, having said that, our companies are tiny by comparison to their competitors. I 
think that is something we often do not really appreciate. The scale of difference between our 
businesses and the ones we are competing with is quite enormous. When we start to have a 
conversation about what to do and how to do it in terms of industry support or what governments 
can do to take part in the process, we often come up against arguments like the WTO agreements 
and you will get concerns that we might break the WTO commitment. I think our scale is such that 
we are very much the underdog in this and we need to think in those terms. We have no market 
power and we have virtually no market share, so it is not as if we would be exercising any undue 
influence on global markets if we attempted to assist our local firms in some way. 

[10.30 am] 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: One final question from me, Mr Chair, and this is probably for the committee’s 
benefit more than anything else. I am aware that a lot of fabricators and engineering companies 
would not be open to providing public submissions to this committee because of the impact it might 
have on their commercial operations. Do you agree that it is appropriate that they come and give 
either in-camera or closed-door evidence to this committee when we finally take submissions? 
Would you encourage your members to do that; and, do you think it is appropriate? 

Mr England: I would encourage them to do it if they were comfortable that they were speaking 
privately, yes. I guess we would have to ask them and see whether they are willing to do it; some 
might and some might not. They would really have to understand the process that was required. 

The CHAIR: That is easy enough for them to discuss with the staff. 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: Just to give them a sense of confidence. 

The CHAIR: All committees take in-camera evidence. As a rule, they prefer not to. The default 
option is that evidence is public, but it is up to the committee to decide whether to take the evidence 
in camera. Over time we have taken a bit in camera, so that option is very much on the table if they 
want to do that. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: James, could you advise your members that that opportunity is available to 
them to come to this committee? I know they will be hesitant because obviously they rely on 
upstream providers to continue to give them work and they are hardly likely to be critical of them or 
to give open and frank evidence to this committee unless they are protected. 

Mr England: Yes, I will pass that on and, hopefully, we will get some takers. 

The CHAIR: Of course, it means we then have to be very careful about how we handle our 
evidence. I am curious; we have seen various projections for the likely size of the tight gas industry 
in WA onshore. Do you see that there would be a lot more opportunities for your members in that 
field? 

Mr England: It is hard to say what the opportunities would be for the current businesses; however, 
there are probably opportunities for agile businesses to get involved. But we will see the 
opportunities; certainly there is probably a lot more opportunity with onshore work than offshore. 
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The CHAIR: In the case at home of the new magnetite mine in Karara, people were critical 
because obviously a lot of stuff for that is coming from offshore. But that is one part of it. The fact 
is the mine is probably going to be there for 100 years. The local engineering companies in 
Geraldton are very well placed to get all the repairs and maintenance work. They just cannot afford 
to have it stopped—it has to run continuously. The cost of shutting down for just a day is absolutely 
amazing; it is in the millions. I wonder if just the physical geography side of things will give local 
operations more of a competitive advantage when it is onshore rather than offshore.  

Mr England: That is usually the case. It is a crowded market though—repairs and maintenance is 
already overflowing with companies so it is not as though we are going to have a sudden influx in 
business opportunities. We will have the same players expanding a bit, but I think there are 
opportunities in repair and maintenance that we have not found or that we really have not got a 
handle on. I think that is where the local content report would help if it were done properly. If the 
right things were measured in the right way then we could build a better picture of what actually 
happens and use that to forecast and gather information on market shares so that we can get that 
right.   

Mr P.C. TINLEY: Have you made any comment in your information by swanning around about 
the fitness of our manufacturing sector to take on any of this work? By way of preamble, when I 
was looking at some of the stuff there were strong attempts with varying degrees of success about 
joint venturing or collaboration, let us call it that, between our sector. I would like to hear any 
comments about that and whether you have thought about the fitness of the industry to step up. 
Complementing that question, can you make a comment about ICN and Project Connect and the 
appropriateness of those and other agencies to support our local business to keep this work?  

Mr England: I think we are witnessing the effectiveness of those activities of ICN, in particular, in 
the current matter because opportunities that were once there are no longer there, and certainly the 
decline we have seen in market share from the local steel businesses’ perspective pretty much 
speaks to the effectiveness of those activities. I do not think we really have a system in place that is 
of benefit to the local steel businesses. The system we have may be of benefit to the multinational 
companies; they would probably find it useful. But certainly the local SMEs do not get much value 
out of it. It needs to be reviewed to be revised so that it provides benefit to the local firms. Again, it 
comes down to bridging those gaps. There are huge gaps between what a multinational oil and gas 
company wants from a supplier and what some of our suppliers can provide. But it is incumbent 
upon us to try to bridge those gaps and make the connections. That is a huge task; it is not a simple 
one, nor can it be done overnight. There is probably a decade’s worth of work involved in that and 
it will require some particularly strong policy decisions to support it. But we are at the bottom of the 
cycle, so it is probably a good time to start and to get on with the job and lay the foundations. We 
can imagine there will be another upswing in work. It could come very quickly, so we need to be 
prepared and have some plans in place. That is probably the one thing we really lack—plan and 
vision for not only the steel industry in Western Australia, but everything else that goes on in the 
state. We need an industry development plan, hopefully not to pick winners but certainly to give 
guidance and to send the correct messages. It would be a great shame if we attracted the wrong 
investors to Western Australia. We have done that in the past. We have had people arrive here with 
high hopes and leave with empty hands and dashed dreams. I hope we can avoid that in the future.   

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Just for the committee’s sake, because I know I was unaware of it but maybe 
the committee is not, I refer to the picture you have painted so far which—I am not being critical of 
you—is a small SME-type industry in Western Australia. That is not quite right for the fabricators. 
Can you give the committee a scale of the joint number the fabricators could pump out in terms of 
their fabricated steel tonnages? Can you compare that with the Gorgon project? Peter asked you 
what firms have done in terms of gearing up. I know personally that quite a number of companies 
geared up big time for the Gorgon project only to get nothing. Can you put that in perspective? 
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What is the scale of the fabrication industry and what fabricated steel it can pump out and can you 
compare that with what they actually missed out on for the Gorgon project alone?  

[10.40 am] 

Mr England: For Gorgon it is a very difficult question to answer. It gets very complicated as soon 
as you scratch the surface of a project like that. If we just took raw tonnages of steel, Gorgon’s is 
roughly 300 000 tonnes give or take, may be 350 000 if you count everything. Local firms have 
managed to secure around about two per cent of that, maybe 7 000 or 8 000 tonnes of raw steel. 
That figure may go as high as 10 000 if we start counting all the bits and pieces and everything we 
get in the future. So maybe two, 2.5 or three per cent as a maximum. Our capacity would be 15 per 
cent to 20 per cent or something of that nature depending on what we were able to count. But 
having said that, Gorgon was a long time coming. We could see it for many, many years previous to 
its eventual approval. If conditions had been more conducive to building local businesses here—if it 
had been a more business-friendly place—then we probably would have been able to take on the 
whole lot. But we did not plan for it and we did not get in a position to capture the opportunity. 
Hence, 51 million man-hours of work have gone elsewhere and the tonnage of steel that goes with it 
and all the smart people are sitting in offices somewhere else. It is a missed opportunity that was 
there for the taking if we had of been able to manipulate the outcomes to our favour. I think that is 
what differentiates us from elsewhere. Other places are more eager to manipulate the outcomes for 
their benefit. Other opportunities that we have missed out on include losing a lot of work on Karara. 
We missed out on work on the Tropicana gold mine. The big one that sticks out is the Sino iron 
project. It was 100 000 tonnes of steel that we did not get that came straight from China. There are 
huge opportunities in this state if we are just looking at tonnes of steel. That is a very simple way of 
measuring it. I would like to see a measurement done by the state government; I would like to see 
the state government measure that sort of thing so that it understands the scale of what we are 
missing out on, because it is enormous. Measuring it in tonnes of steel would be interesting for me. 
If we measured it in man-hours at the various levels of the project—the design, engineering, 
fabrication and construction man-hours—we would see pretty big numbers that we do not get. We 
do get a lot of work. We get a lot of construction work and our construction workforce is probably 
one of the best in the world. We can probably build things that other countries cannot and chances 
are we have some of the best site engineers and civil engineers that one could imagine. But there are 
more opportunities than that—there is more to be had.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: What about the arguments that have been put forward at the same time—you 
quoted the projects like Tropicana, Sino steel and Karara—as those projects went offshore that we 
did not have the capacity to do them.  

Mr England: We did not have the capacity. That is a classic. It comes up every second time we 
have this conversation. We did not have the capacity because we did not plan to have the capacity. 
We knew these projects were going to happen. We knew well in advance they were going to 
happen, but we did not plan to capture that work—all those tonnes of steel—therefore we did not 
have the capacity. We did not have the capacity to do Gorgon, but we knew it was coming for 20 
years.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: But in reality we do have capacity to do a significant proportion of that work.  

Mr England: We could do a heck of a lot more than we get, that is for sure. We are getting beaten 
on price, but we are getting beaten on a perceived price because of the amount of free work we see 
coming with these projects. We see things being imported that are not fit for purpose and have to be 
fixed. One of the Woodside people mentioned up to 60 per cent. It does not make sense to think it is 
just the nature of the adversarial atmosphere in business that creates those strange conditions. The 
adversarial nature of business is probably one of our biggest hurdles; the fact that we have got 
lopsided contracts, contracts that disadvantage SMEs and contracts that pass on risk that hold the 
process back of actually getting the job done right first time. If we had a more cooperative and 
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incentivised system of doing business, then we would probably get things done a lot better. It is not 
the way we have structured things. I think there are a lot of things we could do better.  

The CHAIR: We thank you for your attendance before the committee today. The transcript of this 
briefing will be forwarded to you for correction of minor errors. Any such corrections 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 by 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. Thanks for coming to see us today.  

Hearing concluded at 10.47 am 


