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INFRASTRUCTURE WESTERN AUSTRALIA BILL 2019 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 21 March. 
MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [3.50 pm]: I am probably the last speaker of the opposition to talk to 
this bill. We have only 10 minutes or so until private members’ business, but I will make a couple of opening 
remarks. I will conclude my remarks when we resume the debate after seven o’clock tonight.  
I do not think anyone has any concerns, in principle, with the implications of the Infrastructure Western Australia 
Bill 2019. Indeed, there are a number of examples of these structures in other jurisdictions and states that have the 
same intent—to achieve state-level of coordination, efficiency and effectiveness in big state infrastructure 
decisions in particular. That principle is sound, and the Nationals WA certainly support that. Members who have 
spoken, particularly the Leader of the Nationals WA, have indicated their support for this bill. However, we have 
some issues. Coordination between the state and Infrastructure Western Australia is sound. That makes sense. The 
business community has been calling for this legislation for some time. It would like to see a level of coordination 
and decision-making that spans a greater period of time and is more defined. From their viewpoint, it would take 
out some of the uncertainty and enable decisions to be made in concert with longer term investment decisions of 
the state government right around this big state. Although I have not seen any formal response, I am pretty certain 
that there will be flow-on effects in community services. I think the social services sector will probably be happy 
as well to see a level of coordination. 
The bill highlights that Infrastructure WA will play a role in state programs and a state infrastructure strategy, and 
particularly in major state projects. The intent is to bring a level of independence to this process. It is always very 
hard for projects that are signed off to have a true level of independence when the government of the day has 
charge of the agenda. Written through this bill, pretty much from front to back, is the word “Premier”. There is 
reference to the Premier being consulted, having input into, signing off, being reported to and having charge of, 
so that means, from a government level, it can set an agenda. I am concerned about how the agenda that one 
government sets will transition to another government that might have very different ideas about where investment 
should be made and a different platform of election commitments. 
Again, I come back to the point that the intent of the bill is reasonably sound. The objects of the act have been 
defined in the bill on page 6 under “Principal objects”. It states — 

Infrastructure WA’s principal objects are — 
(a) to provide advice and assistance to the Government on matters relating to infrastructure; 

That is sound — 
(b) to assist in enhancing the efficiency and effectiveness of infrastructure planning and coordination; 

That is sound — 
(c) to promote the adoption and use of policies, practices, information and analysis to support sound 

decision-making in relation to infrastructure. 
Again, that is sound. The National Party is cautious about the practical application of the authority in this bill that 
is being decided upon in this house today and will ultimately go through to the other place. That caution is probably 
twofold. The first point was made very clearly by the Leader of the Nationals WA—I am paraphrasing because 
I do not have her exact words. She said that in seeking good process, we must not usurp the authority of elected 
members, subsequent governments and cabinets to make decisions, and for Parliament to hold them to account. 
That is a very important point. The minute we take some authority away from the government of the day—from 
Parliament—and put it into an independent authority, we are usurping some of that authority and power. The very 
reason governments are elected is to make decisions. I will tease this out a bit further once we get into consideration 
in detail, but the level of reporting in the bill goes beyond the term of a government. Therefore, the agenda of 
one government has the potential to impact upon successive governments. The second concern is that there is a risk. 
Infrastructure decisions these days largely come from the agencies responsible for those particular areas, whether 
it be Western Power, the Water Corporation, Main Roads Western Australia or the Department of Health. Those 
agencies make planning decisions based upon their planning for their needs. They then make recommendations. 
Most of them have strategic plans for that investment. A level of global planning sits over that from the 
Western Australian Planning Commission. So a level of decision-making authority sits within government agencies 
now, which makes recommendations to the government about what those investments should be. There is a lot of 
horsepower in there. A lot of decisions are made. We are potentially layering-in another authority, supposedly to 
take a strategic focus. The government needs to respond to these issues. The authority will have the power to have 
consultants look at these projects. If we are not careful, we will just be putting in another layer of bureaucracy. 
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Yesterday, my colleagues met with the Property Council of Australia. Although we largely support what the 
Property Council is putting forward, because I think it supports this bill, the point was made that business in 
particular does not want to see layered bureaucracy. Business wants to see efficiency. If we are not careful, we 
will finish up with another layer of inefficiency and competing interests across pretty significant asset investment 
across a number of areas with a number of responsibilities. I draw members’ attention to things like Health versus 
Main Roads. They are very different fields in which very different sets of knowledge are required to make strategic 
investments to meet particular service needs. Yet here we will have one organisation that will lay out an 
infrastructure investment strategy, with the government to support that, and then an asset investment program 
going beyond that. 
I will make another point. There are lots of reasons for making asset investments. I have talked about some of 
them. I will now use some regional examples, some of which were controversial. The current government did not 
like these investments. We still defend them vigorously, and appropriately so, because we think they were sound 
investments. I am talking about the Ord–East Kimberley project. I argue that the reason for doing that is that it is 
nation building. It will unlock economic potential in an area of the state that does not have small amounts of 
water—it has large amounts of water. It also has large amounts of irrigable arable land. Big decisions have been 
made in the past around the Lake Kununurra dam. No; that is not what it is called. 
Ms M.J. Davies: Lake Argyle? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: No, Lake Argyle is the big one; I am thinking about the first irrigation dam that was built. 
Lake Argyle was built after that. Massive amounts of water are available. It was all built by the government. From 
memory, we built just under 40 kilometres of irrigation channel and a road. This is infrastructure that is going to 
unlock pretty significant potential in that area. It is already doing that. It has attracted fairly substantial investment 
that will open up agricultural opportunities for Western Australia. That has some sort of nation-building focus. 
Pilbara Cities is another initiative through which our government sought to take a decentralised focus to 
Western Australia. The Pilbara region is pretty close, if it is not there already, to being responsible for 40 per cent 
of the nation’s merchandise exports—one little region in Western Australia. We had a vision to grow some 
significant cities in that region. A few questions could now be asked about where Newman is at, not as a result of 
our effort and engagement, but perhaps from the lack of work done since we were in government. Certainly 
Karratha is a shining light on how we can make those investments, creating a vision for regional Western Australia. 
If we put it through the normal cost–benefit analysis that we might otherwise do with bigger metropolitan projects, 
it can be stacked up on the basis of some sort of economic analysis of the benefits that come from it. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 2455.] 
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