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INFRASTRUCTURE WESTERN AUSTRALIA BILL 2019 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [7.01 pm]: I am very pleased to continue my remarks on the 
Infrastructure Western Australia Bill 2019. If I can just make a quick summary of where I had got to, I support, as 
does the National Party, the principles of the bill. In fact it is a bill that we are probably likely to support through 
both houses. I have highlighted some cautions with the practical application of what a bill like this seeks to achieve. 
As was highlighted by the Leader of the National Party, putting legislation in place that has the potential to usurp 
the power and authority of the government of the day and also the Parliament, is sometimes of concern. The extent 
to which that is the case is something that we will no doubt tease out as we work through this.  
There are many reasons why we make investments in infrastructure. I want to point out a couple of reasonably 
controversial investments in regional Western Australia that I know raised a lot of debate in this place, and yet 
I think are really valid investments. I talked about the Ord—East Kimberley project being a nation-building 
project, unlocking the economic opportunity of the Kimberley region, and making a significant amount of water 
available to agriculture. I think that in the future it will go down as one of the big decisions that happened in this 
state. I also talked very briefly about Pilbara Cities, and about having a vision. Rather than nation building, 
governments can have visions about what they seek to achieve through significant infrastructure investments. In 
the Pilbara now, particularly in Karratha—the jewel in the crown—we see investments that have fundamentally 
transformed our community, made it massively liveable compared with what it used to be, and created a centre 
that people want to be a part of and live in as an economic epicentre for Western Australia and the nation. I also 
highlighted the fact that 80 per cent of our national exports come out of that one little region in Western Australia, 
so why should it not be the centre of a vision and support for investment of a lot of the wealth that region creates? 
Another controversial issue was the Pilbara underground power project. That project caused a lot of issues. It overran 
its cost, which was not anticipated. I was on the sidelines of that. But, looking back, the community now has 
underground power that is commensurate with many other places in metropolitan Perth, and it also has a level of 
safety that was somewhat challenged by the cyclones that recently hit the north west coast. I did not hear anything 
about power going down, or about power issues, because the power has been undergrounded. Yes, it was a concern. 
Mr K. Michel interjected. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am sure the member for Pilbara is happy about it, because to go through a cyclone and 
have a positive outcome is a pretty good achievement, and he can thank the Liberal–National government. 
Mr K. Michel interjected. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I will be coming to you in a little while. 
There are a number of reasons we make investments. In that case, it was substantially a safety issue, which is one 
of the drivers, but it went through its challenges, I acknowledge that. Another one—the member for Pilbara was 
there at the time, I am sure—was service worker accommodation, with rents getting up to $2 500 to $3 000 a week. 
Businesses, small businesses, and you espouse to be a small business owner — 
Mr K.J.J. Michel: It is your fault. 
Mr W.R. Marmion: How is that? 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members, please, other than the member on their feet, do not yell across the chamber 
while the debate is progressing. If you want to interject, ask the person on their feet. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The point I am making is that there were very unique reasons we made investments in service 
worker accommodation in that region. A normalised community was simply unsustainable off the back of the rents 
that had been generated off the back of the resource sector boom at the time, therefore we made those investments. 
They are not the sort of infrastructure investments that one can put through a normal infrastructure committee and 
come up with a benefit–cost ratio that says this is a good thing to do. This is a very unique aspect of what happened 
at a point in time. I am sure the member for Pilbara will acknowledge this: it had to be achieved in order to have 
some level of normalisation of that community. Those service worker accommodation investments were 
significant, and they were important at that point in time. 
Another issue is health infrastructure. I am assuming that we are going to be putting health infrastructure investments 
through Infrastructure Western Australia, as it applies to metropolitan Perth, which is the most efficient way of 
delivering services if most people are in one location. Yes, on many occasions people may have to fly into Perth 
for specialist attention—if they have a heart condition, for example—but having services located strategically in 
regional areas in fairly population-dispersed areas makes significant investments very hard to stack up. Again, we 
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are looking at a board that is presumably going to put the ruler over health infrastructure investments. It is very 
easy when it applies to the big metropolitan areas, but it does not necessarily stand up for regional areas. In this 
case, equity of access to services is another driver. That is a reason we make those sorts of decisions. 
We now come to the board. I think the board has a 10-member maximum, although it can comprise a smaller 
number. The board is appointed by the Premier, can be directed by the Premier, and has its agenda set by the 
Premier, so unfortunately it loses a tad of independence there. There is a reporting regime that we will talk about 
when we go through consideration in detail; a state infrastructure strategy that has to be tabled in Parliament; and 
a state infrastructure program I think some three months after the budget comes down, where programs that are 
specifically referenced in the budget will be tabled. There are major infrastructure proposals, and they have their 
own process that sits in here. Then there is the level of progress reporting by this board against the infrastructure 
investment strategy. 
The sharp point of this for us is that there are some issues for regional Western Australia. One of those is what we 
might call the benefit–cost analysis, which I have talked about. I want to make reference to some commentary 
made by one of the Premier’s ministers. I think it goes to the nub of the issue here. When an independent 
organisation is set up to run something through a normal benefit–cost analysis, the National Party’s and my 
argument is that in many cases, because of the very unique challenges in regional Western Australia, it does not 
stack up. The point was made very, very well by the honourable Minister for Planning in making reference to the 
Albany ring-road. I am reading here from a transcript—it is not an official transcript—from her ABC radio 
interview. According to my notes, the minister said — 

One of the issues raised with Infrastructure Australia and the Federal Government is how they determine 
the Benefit Cost ratio, because a lot of the analysis is about the strict transport benefits. And in much of 
regional WA where you don’t, in a sense, have a volume of activity as you do in NSW, reaching a benefit 
cost ratio of over 1 is sometimes difficult. So we’re arguing in many cases that we look at the wider benefits, 
social benefits, encouraging small businesses, and encouraging safety more generally, that the benefits 
are much greater than just the strict transport savings or strict savings to the commuter or to the trucks. 

She is making the point very well that in this case there are unique aspects to the assessment and application of the 
cost–benefit ratio in Western Australia compared with other states. I argue that the same issue applies in regional 
Western Australia. If we are to put it through the filter of Infrastructure Western Australia my concern is that that 
is not going to have the same level of weight, although I know that there is reference in here to social issues and 
a range of other issues. We have some amendments that we will move to add a bit of weight to that, which we 
think is a shortfall of the current bill. The point is that there are some unique aspects of regional Western Australia 
which should not detract from a good decision by a government to make an investment in regional 
Western Australia, which I think may be problematic if it were to be put through the filter of this board. 
I refer to centralist decision-making. The government has a board set up. Less than half of the board can be made up 
of government officials and more than half has to be from the private sector. As another amendment we are going to 
move suggests, there should be some regional influence on that. I think that is a very, very valid assessment given the 
nature of the state of Western Australia. We will see how we go with our suggested amendments to a board with 
private sector weighting. By the way, I make the point now before I get to it: we have the amendments listed in the 
notice paper. We are not shying away from them, because we want the government to give them a valid assessment. 
I will not move those amendments now, Mr Deputy Speaker. I will move those amendments when we go into the 
consideration in detail stage, so you do not need to read the rulebook just yet. They will come in on time. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Phew! 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: One of the aspects of rural Australia is the very unique nature of regional investments. I want 
to use three examples that I think show this to be the case. One is the investment the former last Liberal–National 
government made in the Pelago development in Karratha, when it purchased a number of accommodation units. 
I think the government purchased 50 units. That allowed the business case to trigger private sector investment to 
build about 178 units in total. Those units are now full. I tested that just yesterday. If they are not full now, they 
will be full next week and they have been full on previous occasions. Unfortunately, the investor Finbar cannot 
sell the complex or the build, but it certainly got a full yield out of it. The yield is fantastic. It shows one of the 
challenges of the private sector investing in regional Western Australia when it cannot exit and move on to its next 
investment, but it does not mean it was not a good thing. It was a good thing because we now have a significant 
number of smart units that fit the contemporary town centre, which we would like to see in any big city. 
Mr V.A. Catania: Diversification. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Absolutely. When I talked to one of the people involved in Finbar, I learned that one of the 
things that are really important is that government employees are satisfied with the accommodation and where 
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they are living. He said that the cost of somebody deciding to move on because they or the family is not happy or 
do not like the accommodation is about $100 000. If people choose to move on, the transition would cost $100 000. 
Accommodating people in state-of-the-art facilities, as the Pelago development achieves, has a significant benefit 
to state government employees who are living there. That is one of those unique decisions. Some would argue—
certainly when Labor was in opposition, it argued that it was the wrong development and we should not have 
supported it. I do not agree with that. That is one of the unique aspects of regional Western Australia. 
As a government, we tried to support a hotel investment in Albany—another one. We could not get it off the 
ground. I think we supplied the land free and all the necessary utility infrastructure to support an investor. We 
could not get to a point at which it could have financial sign-off to make it work. It would have meant government 
had to take some sort of part-ownership in the business and that would have been a step too far, and rightly so. 
Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Albany does not have a significant hotel investment, neither at Middleton Beach nor on the 
main foreshore in town. It has been governments’ visions—I am sure it is this government’s vision—to achieve 
that unique aspect in regional Western Australia. One aspect the government will need to face is the need to make 
investments in and around Collie due to the transition from a community that has been largely built around the 
coal industry. As that industry transitions—it will do; investments will be made to try to substitute or build 
businesses around that—the government will have to make investments that go against the mainstream, practical 
and efficient ways of making decisions. These unique aspects of regional Western Australia need a unique ruler 
put over them, and when governments and cabinets make decisions to invest, in many cases through the principles 
of organisations like this, that may not be achieved. 

I would argue that one of the groups that should have significant input in this discussion, to try to capture that 
uniqueness, is the regional development commissions. There are nine regional development commissions across 
regional Western Australia, which have established boards, and the government appoints membership to those 
boards. There is a level of “horsepower” sitting in their offices. They are very closely connected to the broader 
regions they represent. Our government established regional investment blueprints to give some guidance to what 
the business community and all those other stakeholders see as the future of their particular region. Why should 
they not be able to inject their thinking and influence into the decision-making processes of Infrastructure 
Western Australia? The Premier will notice that one of our proposed amendments seeks to achieve that. It seeks 
to make that more formal and will provide the government with a chance to say, “Let’s use the development 
commissions in a very formal way to try to enhance the decision-making capacity of this process.” 
The point was not lost on the member for Bunbury. When he stood for, I think, the second time and resumed the 
debate on 21 March, he said — 

In my earlier contribution to the debate on this bill, I made the comment that it is going to be very 
important to understand, and link into, the regional development commissions, which have a very good 
understanding of regional economics and the economic systems associated with their respective regions. 
The challenge has always been to try to integrate those into a state picture. I am very confident that 
Infrastructure WA will have the capacity to do that. However, I think there is great synergy to be had by 
tapping into that knowledge base and enlisting the support of the development commissions. We can even 
look at the opportunities to link that in a more formal way, as there is a clear contribution to be made, to 
recognise the unique features of regional Western Australia. 

We will give the member for Bunbury a chance to support an amendment to the Infrastructure Western Australia Bill 
and do exactly what he said in his second reading contribution would allow development commissions, “in a more 
formal way”, to play a decision-making role in Infrastructure Western Australia. Here is his chance, as per the big 
words he stood up and said in Parliament and recorded in Hansard, to recognise a formal organisation he was part 
of. I am sure that he, of anyone in this chamber, would recognise their capacity to make a positive contribution. 
Here is a chance to do it because, in a more formal way, as he has requested, we will move an amendment to 
achieve that outcome. We are asking the member for Bunbury to support the National Party’s amendment to try 
to give some strength to our regional capacity. Indeed, the capacity the regional development commissions have 
is in section 23(2) of part 3, division 2 of the act, which states — 

For the purposes of achieving those objects a commission is to — 
… 
(d) identify the opportunities for investment in the region and encourage that investment; 
(e) identify the infrastructure needs of the region, and encourage the provision of that infrastructure in 

the region; and 
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Those paragraphs are very specifically highlighted in the Regional Development Commissions Act 1993. I am 
looking forward to the member for Bunbury’s support for development commissions to have a more formal role 
in Infrastructure WA. I think that is pretty clear. The Western Australian Regional Development Trust sits above 
that. We think that has very well established capacity—in fact it is legislated—sitting within the regional 
development commissions that would add value to this. 
We also flag a second amendment, which is that the make-up of the board should include a person who has capacity 
in the delivery of infrastructure in regional areas. That is very relevant when we consider a state that is as 
centralised as Western Australia, in which 80-odd per cent of the population lives in metropolitan Perth and the 
rest in regional Western Australia. If we are to have a more formalised process of managing the longer-term 
assessment of the nature of infrastructure investment under an infrastructure strategy, it is more than reasonable to 
have a more formalised contribution from regional Western Australia. I think we have made a very valid case for 
that. We have given the Premier time to look at what we have proposed. It is not threatening. It should not disrupt 
the tenet of what the Premier is trying to achieve. If the Premier does not support that, he will be selling short 
a part of the state that has been the wealth creator and driver of the Western Australian economy. If the Premier 
does not support taking a more decentralised approach and enabling regional Western Australia to be the 
beneficiary of infrastructure investment, which is certainly the objective of the National Party, I am sure the people 
in regional Western Australia will be very disappointed. 
I look forward to the Premier’s response and to consideration in detail. I hope the Premier will be positive about 
supporting the amendments that we put up. I will be watching the member for Bunbury very closely, because he 
has stated in black and white in Hansard his support for that. I am sure the member for Pilbara is also right behind 
this, because his region has been a significant beneficiary of investment, certainly under the previous government. 
That might fall away if he does not support this. I say to all those regional members opposite, because apparently 
the Labor Party is the party for regional Western Australia, as the member for Forrestfield said a while ago, that 
we will put that to the test during consideration in detail. 

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West Central) [7.21 pm]: When we listen to some of the debate on the 
Infrastructure Western Australia Bill 2019, we think: what motives are behind this infrastructure bill? Is the 
motive basically to slow down community expectations? I think that may be the tactical ploy of this government 
when it comes to this infrastructure bill. We have asked questions about major pieces of infrastructure that this 
Labor government is embarking upon, such as Metronet, which could cost over $10 billion. We do not know what 
the actual figure is for the completed works for Metronet. It is a mystery that could cost Western Australian 
taxpayers billions of dollars. Would we not like someone to run their eye over it to ensure that it is value for 
money? Will the Fremantle outer harbour be included as a project that Infrastructure WA will look at? We would 
think so. What amount of money will be needed in order for this infrastructure body to look at a project? Is it 
$10 million, $20 million or $100 million? I would like the Premier to answer this question: how much money will 
an infrastructure project need to have attached to it in order for this infrastructure body to look at it? 
The member for Warren–Blackwood made some valid points about the regions. However, yet again, it looks as 
though the regions will miss out. Why cannot perhaps 25 per cent of the board be made up of people from regional 
Western Australia, to reflect what Western Australia is all about? I think that would be a reasonable outcome. It is 
interesting that the second reading speech by the Premier states — 

… the Premier of the day will be required to table in Parliament both the strategy and the government’s 
response. 

I wonder when the strategy will be tabled once this bill goes through, because it will go through, I would imagine, 
with the support of everyone. I think the intent is fine, but the motive behind it is the question. When is the strategy 
going to be tabled in Parliament? 
Mr W.R. Marmion: Four weeks before the election. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Four weeks before the election? Come on! Let us not be too cynical here. The second reading 
speech goes on — 

In this regard, Western Australia will be one of only two Australian jurisdictions in which there is 
a legislative requirement for the strategy and the government’s response to be tabled in Parliament. 

I want to know when that response is going to be tabled. I want to know when the strategy is going to be tabled, 
so that we can see what it is. Will it be a matter of the government wanting to do this and throwing $30 million 
towards a new King Edward Memorial Hospital for Women? It is thinking about doing a new hospital there. The 
second reading speech continues — 

The response will outline the government’s level of support for each of the strategy’s recommendations 
and provide an explanation in cases in which any recommendation is not supported in full. Infrastructure 
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WA will monitor the government’s progress in implementing the recommendations, and publicly report 
on this each year. In doing so, it will hold the government of the day to account. 

What will happen? It is fine at the moment with the iron ore price going up to $95 a tonne and when the GST 
returns are finally coming back to Western Australia, although there are some question marks about whether we 
will get it all. It is fine when the government sells one of its assets for a windfall, such as Property Exchange 
Australia, and when the federal Liberal–National government makes a huge contribution to road infrastructure in 
this state. The people of Western Australia have been taxed at the highest rate the state has ever seen, especially 
when it comes to water and power, which is inhibiting not only a lot of regional businesses, but also everyone else 
in Western Australia. It is all right when we have these windfalls. The government plans to embark on projects in 
the next couple of years, so this strategy will probably work out all right. The government can probably plan to 
deliver infrastructure over the next four years, but what will happen if the iron ore price goes down, like it has 
done before? What will happen if the GST returns start to change? What will happen if this government sells all 
the silverware of the state? What will happen then? Will the government of the day be held to account for 
infrastructure that it cannot afford? That is what this bill is actually saying. It is saying that the Parliament will have 
the opportunity to scrutinise whether the government has fulfilled its infrastructure requirements that it set out in the 
strategy. But this bill is also saying that it is political, because it is up to the Premier and the government of the day 
to pick and choose what is in that strategy. It is a very political tool. It is basically what we have now, but under cover. 
I think the real reason behind this bill is that the government wants to slow down the community’s expectations. 
It will put infrastructure through this tool, except for the election commitments that it already has underway, being 
Metronet and the outer harbour. They will not be part of this, but the government will put everything else through 
it. It will not have to make large promises come the 2021 election, because it will say that it is paying down debt. 
I will argue today, and probably up to the election, that this government has probably not paid down one cent of 
debt. As I have said before, any fool can tax, sell and not spend to stop debt from increasing, and that is what this 
government is doing.  
The real loser, as the member for Warren–Blackwood highlighted, is regional WA. The strategy behind this is 
that everything needs to have a business case that stacks up. We all know that a lot of projects in regional 
Western Australia do not stack up to begin with, but in time they prove what they are worth. The member for 
Warren–Blackwood spoke about quite a few projects, particularly in the Pilbara. The Pilbara Cities vision has 
transformed Karratha. The member for Pilbara sits there and criticises that transformation, but I bet he sold a lot 
of air conditioners, because the amount of infrastructure that was put into Karratha to make it into a city was quite 
amazing. Given the Pilbara has been the engine room of the Western Australian and Australian economies, we 
would expect to have a city in the north. We were able to achieve that through the Pilbara Cities vision and having 
royalties for regions, a program that has disappeared under this government. It has not even been mentioned in one 
press release or on any signage for these new projects—or lack of, I would say. The only royalties for regions 
signs left in regional Western Australia are all for projects by the previous government. That is all that is left. 
I think there is only one project left in the Pilbara and that is the Paraburdoo community hub. 
Mr D.T. Redman: Even the helicopter has had it taken off. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Yes, the helicopter and the Royal Flying Doctor Service plane have had the royalties for 
regions logo taken off. People in regional WA are not fooled by this. They know that projects such as the Karratha 
hospital were built under the previous government. The Premier said he invited the former member for Pilbara; 
the former Minister for Regional Development; the former leader of the National Party, to attend. I spoke to him 
the other day and he said he never got that memo, that invitation, because the Premier did not want to share 
something significant for Karratha—that is, a $207 million hospital. That would have to be scrutinised by this 
committee. If the committee looked at this $207 million hospital, it would ask how it would stack up for 
a population of 20 000 people and the answer would be no, because no was the answer prior to 2008. It was difficult 
to get basic infrastructure in Karratha, even to be able to have children. People could not have a baby in Karratha 
prior to 2008. 
Mr K.J.J. Michel: Nonsense! 
Mr D.T. Redman: Can you believe that response? 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I can. 
Do members know what? It has been 10 years since I left the Labor Party. It is 10 years this year. 
Mr D.C. Nalder: You’re looking better every day! 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I am looking better every day! 
Mr W.R. Marmion: We’ll get a cake for you! 
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Mr V.A. CATANIA: We will get a cake, perhaps a royalties for regions cake! 
It has been 10 years. We would think that in 10 years, the Labor Party would have learnt about regional investment, 
but here we go. What is happening in regional WA at the moment is worse than prior to 2008. We have got 
businesses closing left, right and centre. There is no spending; there is no confidence. Populations are declining 
because there is no confidence to set up in regional Western Australia. There is no spending by this government. 
There are no projects that would even pass the sniff test to be able to get to the committee once this legislation 
passes. Like I said, there are major projects in the metropolitan area that I do not begrudge. I do not mind Metronet, 
but the government should come clean on how much it is going to cost. It should put it through the process of the 
Infrastructure Western Australia Bill 2019. 
Mr W.R. Marmion: Roe 8. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: The government should put Roe 8 through the process. 
Mr W.R. Marmion: The Ellenbrook rail line. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: All infrastructure should go through this process so it can be scrutinised. That also applies 
to the outer harbour that has been talked about. The member for Nedlands is right that Roe 8 should be part of this 
process. If the government wants to take politics out of things, it should put Roe 8 in front of this group—if the 
government says it is an independent body. If it is a truly independent body, the government should put Roe 8 to 
the committee to see whether it says no. As I said, I question the motivation of this committee and who will be on 
it. Will it really be what the Premier signs off on, and what will he decide to discard? That is what things seem 
like to me. If it is a truly independent body, let us put Roe 8 through it; let us get the committee to rule its line 
through it and say whether it is a worthwhile project or not. That is what we should do if we want to take the 
politics out of it. There is great opportunity in this bill, but a cloud surrounds the motivation behind it. I believe 
that it is to slow down community expectations, except the election commitments that probably would not pass if 
this were a truly independent body. 
Mr D.C. Nalder: Ellenbrook. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: The Ellenbrook rail line. There is probably a plethora of other projects. Even the outer 
harbour, given the Fremantle port has at least another 25 years up its sleeve and there is capacity for port expansion 
throughout regional Western Australia, whether it is Geraldton—member for Geraldton. 
Mr W.R. Marmion: Bunbury! 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Bunbury, member for Bunbury. No, he has gone. I think he has a pair because he does not 
want to vote on our amendments. We have Esperance, Port Hedland, Karratha, Wyndham and other ports around 
the state. Let us look at those opportunities to grasp what regional Australia has to offer, rather than creating 
another burden for taxpayers in an outer harbour. We have capacity in Fremantle and the ability to expand ports 
in regional Western Australia to cater for growth into the future. Let us use it, members. 

I want to know the threshold for the projects this committee will look at—is it $10 million, $50 million or 
$100 million? Can the Premier outline the costs of infrastructure projects that will be put through Infrastructure 
Western Australia? On the make-up of the board, can we quarantine at least 25 per cent of board positions for 
regional Western Australia so we can at least have some regional influence and understanding of the importance 
of some of these infrastructure projects? Would the cost of the Karratha–Tom Price road stack up if it went through 
Infrastructure WA? I hope and like to think that it would. If Infrastructure WA had a proposal for the same length 
of road in Perth and looked at how many cars, trucks or whatever would use that road and compared it with the 
Karratha–Tom Price road, I imagine that the Perth infrastructure project would always get funding over the 
regional project. I am concerned about that. 

I think this is a slowdown committee to slow down community expectations and it is still political because the 
Premier of the day can put on the list what he, she or the government of the day wants. That is a very political way 
of doing things, so I do not think anything has changed. When will the Premier outline the infrastructure strategy? 
Will that occur once the bill has been passed or will it be four weeks out from the next election? I do not know. If 
I were a betting man, I would say probably closer to 2021, once the committee has had a good 12 months to look 
at projects. Then, we might see projects thrown $10 million to start—but will these major projects be fully funded? 
As I said, Metronet is a classic example: we do not know how much it will cost. We do not know how much 
subsidisation it will take to complete Metronet. Will it be another $1 billion on top of the $1 billion that already 
subsidises Perth transport? 

Mr W.R. Marmion interjected. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: If the government does not know the true cost of the projects, how does it know how 
much money it needs to prioritise projects now and into the future? I will not hold up the house’s time much 
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longer, but there are questions about this bill that the Premier needs to answer: What is the threshold for the 
projects the committee will look at? Is it $10 million, $50 million or $100 million? It is important to know that. 
When will the Premier lay down the strategy for Infrastructure Australia? On what date will he start the ball 
rolling? If he wants to take the politics out of this, he should ensure that the board travels around 
Western Australia and that it has a fair composition that reflects the whole of Western Australia. If it is centred 
around basic economics, all the flat-earthers will think that every business case needs to stack up and that we 
cannot have nation-building projects. Nation-building projects may not stack up today, but we need them; in 
the future they will prove to be the right thing for Western Australia. The member for Warren–Blackwood has 
some amendments to the Infrastructure Western Australia Bill 2019. I look forward to regional members 
standing up for their electorates and supporting the amendments. If regional members are truly representative 
of regional Western Australia, they will support the amendments. 

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [7.40 pm]: I will not speak for long on the Infrastructure Western Australia 
Bill 2019, but I want to speak because I have often thought that Western Australia should have a concept like this. 
I will be interested to see whether we end up with what most people think will do the job. There is an old saying 
in farming that if you fail to plan, you plan to fail. Infrastructure Western Australia could be a valuable addition to 
the way we do things in Western Australia if it is done properly. It is important to lay out a pathway for major 
projects and to avoid, if at all possible, the situation that happened during the mining boom when two major 
projects were built at the same time—one was built by the private sector, the other by the government—and they 
competed for resources, which led to a massive increase in costs. 

A government can lessen the impact of a slump if it brings forward shovel-ready projects that have been sitting on 
the shelf. For example, most of us would be aware that Singapore has a pretty good underground railway system. 
During the global financial crisis, the Singaporean government decided to bring forward its time line of building 
more lines. Of course, money was not a problem for the Singaporean government, but doing that meant that it got 
all the work done at cost, if not better. The federal government has funds available to stimulate the economy. If 
the state government has a number of major projects that have received approval and they are sitting on the shelf, 
there is a lot more chance of getting some of that federal money. 

Of course, the devil is in the detail so a number of questions sit around this model. Where will the boundaries sit 
between Infrastructure Australia and planning in transport, electricity, water and all these things? Where will the 
boundaries sit between this body and those bodies, because duplication will be very expensive. To what degree 
will this body buy into the planning processes of government departments? Those are quite significant questions 
that will determine the size of the body and the cost of its operations. It is valuable to compare projects and to do 
a cost–benefit analysis of a project and bring it to figures. Another farming expression is “if you can’t measure it, 
you can’t manage it.” I think members would be surprised that some project figures stack up better than others. 
Would it not be a wonderful breakthrough for Western Australia if those documents and the process of selecting 
projects were entirely public? Members have mentioned other issues that sit around this, such as the threshold 
value of projects that will allow them to go before such a body. It would be interesting to have Infrastructure 
Western Australia do some work on the Roe 8 and Roe 9 projects and the outer harbour project. They are straight 
cases and it could compare the cost–benefit analysis of those two projects. I suspect Roe 8 and Roe 9 would stack 
up better than the other one. As mentioned by the member for North West Central, yes, some regional projects 
will be a bit more challenging to look at from a cost–benefit aspect, but they are long-term strategic projects. I saw 
a comment in the rural press the other day from Jim Engelke, who works for Kimberley Agricultural Investment 
in Kununurra, and the comment he made was that if we build a mine, it is there for maybe 20 or 30 years, but if 
we build an agricultural project, it is there for at least 100 years, or in the case of quite a few agriculture projects 
in the world, they will probably be there for 1 000 years. They are difficult to compare as well.  
I look forward to seeing how Infrastructure WA works, and I agree that it could link into the development 
commissions. From the point of view of the state’s major project planning with the Department of Jobs, Tourism, 
Science and Innovation, I think that the linkages between the department and the development commissions are 
virtually non-existent and we could get a lot more out of both bodies if they had a lot more formal tie-ups. Thank 
you for allowing me to speak. 
MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Premier) [7.45 pm] — in reply: I thank members for their contributions 
to the Infrastructure Western Australia Bill 2019 and I look forward to the committee stage of the debate. I realise 
that a range of matters have been raised during the second reading stage, which will require some answers either 
now or during the consideration in detail stage of the debate. Just to put a bit of context around it, this legislation 
is the consequence of a commitment that was made by Labor in opposition that we are now bringing into effect in 
government. It has been the outcome of a great deal of consideration of very similar arrangements in Queensland, 
New South Wales, Victoria and South Australia. Of the major states, Western Australia is the only one that does 
not have a body of this nature. We made this commitment in opposition because of a range of things. Firstly, it 
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was seen to work very effectively nationally and in all the other mainland states, and it was called for very volubly 
by the state’s business community, which was very keen for an organisation of this nature to be established. We 
also wanted to set out a long-term plan for the infrastructure of Western Australia and try to avoid some of the 
poor decision-making in infrastructure or decisions that have cost the state a great deal of money. As we know, 
the state invests $7 billion or so each year in infrastructure, which is a very significant investment when we 
think about it. It is strange when we think of it from the outside that an organisation the scale of the state 
government of Western Australia does not have a strategy around its infrastructure spend. There is no plan; there 
is no strategy. If we think of it that way, it is a bizarre thing. We would not find another organisation in business 
or in another state or the commonwealth that has that large investment in infrastructure that does not have a plan 
around it. If we put aside the partisanship, pointscoring and the like and think from the perspective that a plan for 
spending billions of dollars of state money which is developed with outside input by experts, combined with 
government, and which hopefully becomes a bipartisan document over time, is, I would have thought, a good 
thing, we would all welcome something of that nature. That is the background to this legislation. There is no 
conspiracy or dastardly intent. 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange: Rubbish!  
Mr M. McGOWAN: So the member for Churchlands’ view is that there is a dastardly intent here. That is interesting. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: There are two ways for opposition members to conduct themselves—one is to be constructive 
and work out the things that are good that they support and narrow down and concentrate on the things that they 
do not support, and the other is to just try to wreck everything. They are the two strategies. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: That’s what you did. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: When I was opposition leader, we backed all sorts of legislation that the then government 
was putting through, but particularly something of this nature that has — 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Madam Deputy Speaker, I did not interject on opposition members when they spoke. 
Legislation of this nature that has the overwhelming support of people who invest their money in Western Australia 
should have uniform support. If members opposite want to be on their own on this, that is their choice. 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange: They haven’t seen the bill. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, they have, and it has been widely consulted. 

That is the intention behind the legislation—to create an overarching strategy for the state for 20 years into the 
future. As I said, members opposite do not have to be negative about everything. 
Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I did not interject on members opposite. Their conduct in this place is, frankly, abysmal. 
The bill establishes Infrastructure WA as a statutory authority, so it will have the degree of independence that 
comes with being a statutory authority. I understand that is the arrangement in New South Wales. The New South 
Wales minister for infrastructure and the New South Wales government are happy with that arrangement. 
The bill outlines the role and functions of Infrastructure WA, including to develop a state infrastructure strategy 
addressing a minimum time frame of 20 years, so it will try to set out a 20-year blueprint for infrastructure and 
planning for Western Australia; to assess major infrastructure proposals of the state government; to provide advice to 
government; and to coordinate the state’s dealings with Infrastructure Australia. As we know, Infrastructure Australia 
is a similar but larger body that deals with infrastructure across Australia. Coordinating our dealings with 
Infrastructure Australia and securing support from Infrastructure Australia, and, therefore, from the commonwealth 
government, is something that I want for Western Australia. Infrastructure Western Australia will assist agencies 
across government in preparing their major infrastructure proposals. It was found in New South Wales that the 
smaller agencies in particular really valued the support of Infrastructure New South Wales, because obviously 
smaller agencies do not have the resources or the teams to work on infrastructure that a larger agency does, so 
there was a great deal of support and perhaps an improvement in the infrastructure performance of smaller agencies 
in New South Wales. Infrastructure Western Australia will assist agencies to prepare strategies, plans and policies 
and, if necessary, prepare them on their behalf. It will provide advice on other infrastructure matters as required 
and requested across government. 
The bill establishes a board as the governing body for Infrastructure Western Australia, ensuring that the balance 
always will sit with non-government members to ensure an appropriate level of independence. The board will 
comprise 10 people and the chair will have the deciding vote. The chair will be appointed from outside government. 
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As members are aware, I have appointed an interim chair, John Langoulant, a former Under Treasurer, a former CEO 
of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and a former CEO of a number of organisations 
across Australia. He has sat on a range of boards around Australia, including, I think, some banks. He is a respected 
Western Australian who was appointed Under Treasurer by Richard Court, so he has connections or friendships 
across the political divide. There will be five of each on the board, with the chair having the casting vote. 
The bill establishes a number of roles for government, including to prepare on an annual basis a rolling state 
infrastructure program that addresses a time frame of 10 years. That is an infrastructure investment pipeline for 
stakeholders. Although it will have an overarching strategy, the body will prepare a rolling pipeline for the 
program. As we know, government can be bumpy and some agencies are better than others, but that changes over 
time and some do things better than others. Hopefully, this will apply a degree of rigour, transparency and 
consistency across government and ensure that agencies, whatever they may be, have that discipline instilled within 
them. It is true that that will assist us to secure more support from the commonwealth government, which my 
government has been very keen to achieve, with some success. This will assist us in liaising with Infrastructure 
Australia. It will have business cases, plans and projects ready to go, so that if the commonwealth wants to spend 
money in a particular area or on a particular issue, Infrastructure Western Australia will help us to provide that. It 
will help us to create jobs and long-term infrastructure for Western Australia. 
A range of questions were raised by members of the opposition. One member asked whether the bill will apply to 
services. The answer is no; it will apply to infrastructure. That will be across government, whether it is within 
government trading enterprises, transport or other state organisations or government social infrastructure. 
Infrastructure WA will plan for major infrastructure above the threshold, and health infrastructure—hospitals or 
the like—will be part of that. Social infrastructure can be very expensive. The threshold for a project to be 
recommended by the organisation is $100 million, so if they are significant, hospitals will be caught by that. 
Although transparency and accountability will be higher than in other states, the scope will be consistent with other 
infrastructure bodies in other states. That answers the question; it will not deal with services. 
Some members were concerned that Infrastructure WA’s role will be too narrow and others have insisted that its 
role will be too broad. I will not go into the various comments, but some members indicated that it would usurp 
the role of cabinet, Parliament, the government and the Premier, while others said that its role would be too narrow 
and that it would not have as great a say as it should. I will explain its role because neither of those arguments is 
correct. Once the legislation has passed and staff are recruited and appointed, it is expected that it will take 
18 months or so to complete Infrastructure WA’s role—that is, the preparation of a long-term state infrastructure 
strategy. That is something that other states and the commonwealth have. As I said at the outset, and I think this is 
staring us in the face, an organisation that spends $7 billion or so a year on infrastructure but does not have a plan 
is bizarre. I think it is time that we had a plan. The state infrastructure strategy will be the first thing that the 
organisation will prepare. It will then assess major infrastructure proposals. Independent expert assessment will 
assist and result in better decision-making by government. The summary of the assessment will be published, 
which will improve transparency and hold the government of the day to account. It will coordinate the state’s 
dealings with Infrastructure Australia and improve the consistency and quality of business cases to ensure that we 
get a better share of commonwealth government funding. I think that is a good thing. As I said, we are very keen 
to get as much out of the commonwealth as possible. We are in a bit of a sweet spot with both sides of the 
commonwealth at the moment. I am very keen for Western Australia to continue to secure a better share from the 
commonwealth during my time as Premier, and I am sure that future Premiers would like to see that happen as 
well. It will assist agencies in preparing their own strategies for the things they do. Most infrastructure is actually 
under the $100 million threshold, so assisting them with their planning will be important. As has been reiterated by 
virtually every business group in Western Australia, this organisation will improve investor confidence in our state. 

Some members have expressed some concern about the focus on and influence of the Premier. The reason is that 
obviously there has to be a responsible minister; that is the nature of the Westminster system of government—
there is a responsible minister. Obviously, infrastructure, and infrastructure spend, is in virtually every portfolio, 
so having one minister who has a broader across-government purview and to whom the organisation answers or 
reports is important, and the Premier has that role. I do not think that is unusual; I think it is obvious. I suppose it 
could have been the Treasurer, but we have copied the New South Wales model in which the Premier is the person 
to whom the organisation reports. The Premier can consider whole-of-government matters, so it is therefore 
appropriate for the Premier to lead and implement Infrastructure WA. The Premier is, in effect, the conduit into 
the rest of government. 

The bill does not override existing cabinet processes. Infrastructure WA, as has been outlined numerous times 
during what I have said about this issue, will be an advisory body to government, and at the end of the day, the 
elected government of the state will decide which projects go ahead. But it will obviously be influential and provide 
a plan, and that plan will be influenced by the private sector. I would have thought that was something we could 
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all agree on—that having that input from eminent Western Australians with private sector experience, along with 
government representatives, is a great way of coming up with a plan that meets the needs of the entire state. 

I turn now to the inclusion of government trading enterprises. Some members expressed the view that government 
trading enterprises should be exempted because the regulatory system is already sufficient. A statement of 
corporate intent and strategic development plans are required within government trading enterprises; therefore, 
some members say that it should not cover GTEs. Of course, a great deal of the infrastructure spend of government 
is within government trading enterprises, and one of the purposes of government trading enterprises is to meet the 
needs of the people of the state. An infrastructure body that dealt with only a segment of government infrastructure 
spend, firstly, would be inconsistent with the models in other states, and, secondly, would not provide an 
overarching picture or plan for the entire government. If it did not cover government trading enterprises, it would 
mean energy, ports and land development would not be included, because they come within government trading 
enterprises. Obviously, having an infrastructure strategy that covers government trading enterprises is consistent, 
as I said, with the models in other states, and also covers all those activities. We have seen some spectacular 
examples of mistakes in expenditure on energy, land development and the like, so at least having some business 
planning in those areas is a good thing. 

The exemption of government trading enterprises would, of course, mean that there would be no whole-of-government 
infrastructure plan, only a part-government infrastructure plan. If GTEs were to be excluded, it could not consider 
port infrastructure, because port authorities would not be covered. The issue, going back some years, of the Muja AB 
refurbishment project, which cost—or should I say lost—the state $330 million is probably a reason this body 
should cover government trading enterprises, so at least there is some proper oversight and business planning for 
those sorts of things. 

Certain information would be made public, including a draft strategy, a final strategy, the government’s response 
to the strategy, a summary of the assessment of major infrastructure, guidelines outlining how it will assess 
infrastructure proposals, and the government’s state infrastructure program. Infrastructure WA will be required to 
work within the FOI framework, and so therefore all that information, which is an enormous amount, would be made 
public. Every single piece of information that it receives would not, which is consistent with other states, because 
some of the information would be cabinet-in-confidence, legal professional privilege or commercial-in-confidence. 
Releasing, for instance, all sorts of costing information about certain projects might prejudice the government’s 
position when it goes to tender. Clearly, that would undermine the commercial position of the state of 
Western Australia. Huge amounts of information will be provided, as I just outlined, for people and the Parliament 
to examine. 

I turn to the ability to exempt proposals from assessment or the exemption of election commitments. There was 
some concern that things that are announced in elections will be exempted from the Infrastructure WA process. 
Clause 19(7) of the bill states that Infrastructure WA may exempt a proposal from assessment. However, that 
would be at the discretion of Infrastructure WA, not the government. The government may exempt a proposal that 
has already been the subject of a rigorous assessment by Infrastructure Australia. If one infrastructure body has 
already reviewed or examined a proposal, Infrastructure WA may say that there is no requirement for our body to 
do the same work again. It is expected that any such exemptions would occur on a case-by-case basis. 

Parties are free to promise what they want at an election. There is no inhibition here. There is no requirement for 
parties to align their election commitments with the strategy. As the strategy is developed and the yearly updates 
are released, we find that the plans become broadly accepted. There might be some exemptions to that. That may 
take some years. If a party wants to ignore it and go to an election and do something different or if a party wants 
to spend money on a particular proposal that is not within the strategy or the plan, that is a matter for that party, 
because we live in a democratic system. It will not usurp the role of Parliament or cabinet or the democratic 
process. It will provide guidance, proper planning, proper assessment and proper advice to government, opposition 
and the public on all these matters. Again, for a very small amount of money, I think an investment of $7 million 
annually will be a good investment and a good arrangement; it is a good idea for us to do that. 
Some people have suggested that the Premier can direct Infrastructure WA to include certain projects in its 
strategy. The fact is that the Premier is unable to direct Infrastructure WA on the content of any strategy, advice, 
report, guideline or other document it has prepared. That cannot be done. If any direction relates to another matter, 
which is common in organisations, it must be tabled in Parliament and detailed in the annual report. That is similar 
to the approach of Infrastructure Australia and Infrastructure Queensland.  
As to the adequacy of current long-term planning by departments, some members said that that was all fine and 
that there is no need for this. That is a blatant misreading of what has occurred in Western Australia. Some agencies 
do it very well, but some require assistance. Infrastructure WA will have the ability to assist any agency. As I said, 
when I met with the head of Infrastructure New South Wales and the New South Wales infrastructure minister, 
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that was the thing that most excited them—that it provided that support and assistance across government, 
particularly to agencies that might be struggling. Although New South Wales has a bigger infrastructure spend 
than Western Australia—its population is two or three times ours—that was what Andrew Constance and Jim Betts 
thought was one of the great advantages of the model in New South Wales. 
Some people expressed concern about taking over the role of and stepping on the toes of directors general and 
chief executive officers. This measure does not intend to do that. It is a way of providing advice and some strategic 
direction, and it provides that to the government as well. Experience from other jurisdictions suggests that the 
planning work already undertaken by agencies and government trading enterprises will form the starting point for 
the work of Infrastructure Western Australia, rather than Infrastructure WA duplicating the role of those agencies. 
They work cooperatively in other jurisdictions, and I expect, particularly considering that John Langoulant has 
been the head of Treasury, head of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and head of 
a major corporation, he would have the experience to do that. 
Some people expressed concern about the duplication of Infrastructure Australia processes. It is not intended to 
duplicate Infrastructure Australia processes, but rather it is intended to provide more success in attracting 
commonwealth investment into Western Australia. It will work with Infrastructure Australia, but obviously if 
Infrastructure Australia has already assessed a proposition, we would not want Infrastructure Western Australia to 
reassess it. That makes some sense. Obviously, this body will provide us with the horsepower, if you like, to put 
more proposals forward to Infrastructure Australia. We have put numerous proposals forward to Infrastructure 
Australia, and I have provided numerous lists to the Prime Minister and the federal opposition leader, and the 
former Prime Minister as well, of infrastructure for Western Australia. If it has the benefit of a business case and 
the work done by Infrastructure Western Australia, it would strengthen the case for securing federal funding. That 
is a clear advantage of this organisation. 
Some members raised the clarification of strategy time frames and responses. Once the strategy is prepared and 
submitted to the Premier, it must be considered within 60 days and either accepted or returned. Once it is accepted, 
the Premier has 28 days to lay the strategy before each house of Parliament and make it publicly available. Once 
it is tabled, the government has six months to respond, table a response in Parliament and make it publicly 
available. That is the overarching strategy. 
A board term will be a period of up to five years, and for no more than two consecutive five-year terms. The 
maximum is 10 years, but the period can be less. Obviously, at the outset we would need to have 10 members on 
the board. Members may well have differing lengths of terms, so that they become staggered over time. That means 
we are able to renew some people and retain experience on the board. 
One of the drivers for the establishment of Infrastructure WA was the lack of transparency and consultation in 
decision-making processes. Infrastructure WA provides the opportunity to address that. A number of documents must 
be published for Infrastructure WA. I think for an opposition, it is pretty good to get all this information released. 
Roughly eight major pieces of information would be released that would not be released under the existing 
arrangements: the state infrastructure strategy; the government response; the state infrastructure program; the 
summary of advice; major infrastructure proposals; the annual report on implementation of the strategy; the Premier’s 
directions; and the statement of grounds for suspending or removing a board member or CEO. That means that the 
government of the day will be held to account. Infrastructure Western Australia will table more documents than any 
other infrastructure body across Australia. As I said, commercial-in-confidence, cabinet-in-confidence information 
and legal professional privilege, obviously, would not be released. 
Lots of members raised a lot of points. Obviously, during the consideration in detail stage, they will be considered. 
In closing, I personally think—I think this is quite verifiable—that this is an important reform for Western Australia. 
It will help us prevent some of the infrastructure mistakes or wastes of money that have occurred before and 
help prevent governments and oppositions from making decisions that they will regret. It will help us have 
a whole-of-government approach to the provision of infrastructure, which I think is an important development for 
a body that spends $7 billion or so on infrastructure. I repeat: I cannot imagine any other organisation in the 
western world that spends $7 billion on something and does not have a plan for how to spend it. 

Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is what this organisation will do. It has been called for by the Chamber of Commerce 
and Industry of Western Australia, the Housing Industry Association, Master Builders Association — 

Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It has been called for by many Liberal Party — 

Several members interjected. 
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Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members! Excuse me, it is getting late. You do not really want to be called now. The 
Premier does not want interjections. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It allows for a whole-of-government plan for infrastructure with an independent board, half 
of which will be made up of people from the private sector, with a casting vote not from government. Having 
private sector expertise and input, I think, is a good thing. I do not think government knows everything. 

Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Bateman, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It will meet a gap in the state’s planning process and reflect what has been successful in 
other states. I am very pleased that this bill has now concluded the second reading stage and I look forward to the 
committee debate.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time.  
Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading.  

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Premier made a couple of comments in his response to the second reading debate that deal 
with the whole intent of the Infrastructure Western Australia Bill. To paraphrase him, he repeatedly said that 
nowhere in the world would an agency as large as ours with a large infrastructure budget, if we take the state as 
a whole, have no strategy for infrastructure. A question that comes to mind is: is the Premier saying that his 
government has no infrastructure for his infrastructure spend? That is what he implied. The Premier repeatedly 
said that it is odd that an entity such as the Western Australian government has no strategy for infrastructure. I think 
we do, but the Premier indicated that we do not. It is a very important issue as we go into consideration in detail.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not know that this relates to the short title — 

Dr M.D. Nahan: We can deal with it later. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: — but we will deal with this briefly. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Very good call, Premier. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I said that the state government does not have a whole-of-government overarching 
infrastructure plan. Individual agencies have plans, which is well known. Their quality and scale varies across 
agencies but there is no single overarching state infrastructure strategy. There was not under the last government 
and there has not been under any government.  

Clause put and passed.  
Clause 2: Commencement — 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: This clause refers to the commencement of the act, which is somewhat dependent on the 
parliamentary process. One of the things that is significant to this is the budgeted figures for the impact of this bill. 
Can the Premier give us some appreciation of what it will cost to run Infrastructure WA because the cost to the 
state as a budget item will be somewhat dependent on the start of this? Not only will there be implications for the 
membership of the board, albeit a small amount, but also the board will have capacity to bring in consultants. Some 
of the clauses refer to a capacity to transact, so I assume there will be costs attached to that. I do not know what 
the scale of that will be. I assume that if we are talking about a pretty significant infrastructure plan for what the 
Premier just described as a $7 billion infrastructure plan for Western Australia, the financial capacity to do that 
will not be insignificant; it will not be cheap. Although agencies have the capacity, the Premier is suggesting we have 
a somewhat independent approach to that so bringing in agencies would interfere somewhat with that independence. 
I am interested in whether there are budgeted items for running this; and, if so, what is the budgeted figure?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Thank you for the question. In last year’s budget, we provided an allocation for 
Infrastructure WA. Assuming, rightly I think, a slower ramp-up due to the issues involved with getting legislation 
through Parliament and employing staff and the like, for 2018–19 to 2021–22 the budget is $15.3 million—that is, 
for 2018–19, $1.8 million; 2019–20, $3.5 million; 2020–21, $5 million; and 2021–22, $5 million.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 10 April 2019] 

 p2455c-2470a 
Mr Terry Redman; Mr Vincent Catania; Mr Ian Blayney; Mr Mark McGowan; Dr Mike Nahan; Mr Bill 

Marmion; Mr Dean Nalder; Mr Sean L'Estrange 

 [13] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I assume from the data the Premier provided that he expects it will be $5 million a year when 
it is fully established.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Clause 2 is a fundamental element of this whole bill, because it sets out the time line for 
when the various parts of the bill will be enacted. Can the Premier explain why clause 2(b) states that 
section 8(1)(b) and part 3, divisions 2 and 3 will come into operation on a day fixed by proclamation, and different 
days may be enacted for different provisions? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The advice I have is that proposed section 8(1)(b) is about the assessing of individual 
business cases, and of course we cannot do that until such time as the overarching strategy has been put in place. 
As I said in my second reading speech, and just now in my wrapping-up speech, the first role of the body will be 
to create an overarching 20-year state infrastructure strategy. After that, the opportunity to deal with individual 
business cases and the like will kick in. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It is important to get the time line right. Clause 2(a) states that part 1 will come into 
operation on the day on which this act receives the royal assent. However, section 8(1)(b) and part 3, divisions 2 
and 3 will come into operation on a day fixed by proclamation. Just sticking to that, can the Premier give the house 
an idea of what that date might be? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I think I said in my second reading speech that it will be about 18 months. A comprehensive 
body of work will be done by John Langoulant and the board, together with the organisation, on the state 
infrastructure strategy. The sooner we get the body in place, the sooner that work can be done. At the end of that 
18-month period, I expect that other part would commence operation. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Just to clarify that, I understand that proposed section 8(1) is about preparing information 
in relation to those plans. Can the Premier confirm whether the actual—to use the right terminology—state 
infrastructure program will commence on the assent day, or 18 months after the assent day? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The program would await the development of the strategy. The strategy is the first 
component, and the program would follow. We will need to await the development of the strategy before the 
program is put into effect. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I want to clarify what the Premier said about the body of work that will need to be done for 
the development of an overarching strategy. The body of work is really pulling all the data together. Will 
Infrastructure WA undertake the assessment of each project or body of work for each agency, or will the respective 
agencies develop that work, and Infrastructure WA will then develop the overarching viewpoint? I want to clarify 
whether agencies such as the Department of Transport will have a role in determining, with transport experts, the 
actual transport strategy, or will Infrastructure WA now undertake that work? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Transport is obviously an agency with some capacity in this regard, so its plans would form 
the starting point, and Infrastructure WA would interrogate those plans to see whether it is of the view that they 
are the right strategy and the right plans. If agencies do not have a plan or have gaps in their plan, obviously 
Infrastructure WA will play a greater role. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I want to pick up on the commencement. We get that part 1 will commence on the day 
on which the act receives the royal assent. The member for Nedlands was talking about section 8(1)(b) and part 3, 
divisions 2 and 3, which deal with the function of Infrastructure WA, which is to prepare and submit the 
infrastructure strategies to the Premier. Is that correct? 

Mr M. McGowan: The program. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The program. I heard the Premier say that that will be 18 months from the day of assent. 

Mr M. McGowan: No. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Can the Premier clarify that? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The preparation of the strategy obviously commences immediately, as we have been very 
clear about. That is the experience interstate. That is what they do. The program and the business cases commence 
at the conclusion of the preparation of the strategy. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: What will be the duration of time for the commencement of the program? When do 
those programs go to the Premier under this bill? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We expect that the strategy will take 18 months, but that is up to the board and the 
organisation. They might be significantly quicker or they might be slower. I assume they will seek a great deal of 
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input and consultation across government, the private sector and the like. They will probably seek advice from all 
over the country in the preparation of the strategy. After that, the program and business cases will commence, but 
the program would be post the first budget of whichever government is in power at that point in time. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I thank the Premier. For example, what if the Department of Transport were to do its 
planning and presented its plans for, say, Metronet to Infrastructure WA? If assent occurs at some point in the next 
month or two, 18 months from now will take us to October 2020. Does that mean that the government will not 
have a plan in place for Metronet until October 2020? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: As I said a number of times in my summation and my second reading speech, some issues 
go to Infrastructure Australia. There is no body currently here. There is a Metronet plan, which is very 
comprehensive and well known. It has gone to Infrastructure Australia. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: To make it clear, I will summarise what the Premier said. When this bill becomes an act, 
part 3, division 1 will come into operation, which basically enables someone—the CEO or the board—to prepare 
the state infrastructure strategy. Part 3, divisions 2 and 3, and section 8(1)(b) will come into operation on a day 
proclaimed by the government. The Premier is suggesting that that may be 18 months from the assent day. Can 
the Premier advise the day on which that will be proclaimed? When this bill receives assent, will the government 
notify everybody that in 18 months’ time, part 3, divisions 2 and 3 will come into operation? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: As I said a moment ago, it may be sooner than 18 months. It depends upon the work in 
consultation of the board. Once that occurs, the date for proclamation can be fixed. It cannot be fixed until we 
know how long it is. We do not know how long it is; we assume 18 months, but we do not know. There will be 
Mr Langoulant and the appointed board members. We will have an advertising process to secure the members of 
the board. At the conclusion of the preparation of the strategy we can proclaim the other parts of the bill. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Just to clarify that, is the Premier saying that once this bill becomes an act at some time 
that is undecided—it may be so until the CEO does the job and there is some idea of how it is going, whether it 
takes 12 months, 18 months or two years—divisions 2 and 3 of part 3 will be proclaimed on the date it is activated? 
I am just clarifying that. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: This reflects exactly the arrangement in other states. Four states have done this; this is the 
arrangement they have entered into. We have reflected the learnings from the other states. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The question I asked earlier related to the time that this comes into play and that it affected 
the budget. Quite rightly, the Premier highlighted what the budget figures were. Does this mean that given there 
is a level of capacity coming on to the table for managing infrastructure planning in Western Australia that there 
will be commensurate drops in funding to agencies to take away some of that capacity existing in them? Is that 
therefore an offset, if you like, because of what is being put on the table now? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No. An additional budget allocation was made in last year’s budget, which I outlined to the 
member, of $15.3 million or thereabouts. This is a less expensive version than other states, bearing in mind the 
state’s position, but we think it is appropriately funded for the role it is going to perform and there was no reduction 
in the budget of any other agency. It was an additional allocation. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am still on clause 2(b) and that same sentence, but the next part of it. I will read the 
whole clause. It says — 

section 8(1)(b) and Part 3 Divisions 2 and 3 — on a day fixed by proclamation, — 

We sort of dealt with that — 

and different days may be fixed for different provisions;  

Can the Premier say what provisions are being referred to in the bill? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is saying that clause 8(1)(b) might be proclaimed on a different day from part 3, divisions 2 
and 3. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Just to clarify, do those provisions only pertain to clause 8(1)(b) and part 3, divisions 2 
and 3, and no other parts of the bill? 

Mr M. McGowan:  Correct. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Whilst on that, does that mean that various associated provisions in part 3, divisions 2 
and 3 can be set by the government of the day? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: They could be different days and they would be set by whoever is in government at that 
point in time. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to timing. Depending upon when the first part of the bill gets assent and the strategy is 
delivered, putting the numbers together, other than the strategy, there is probably not going to be much activity in 
assessing projects in this term of government. The second issue is that over that period of time, 18 months or more, 
the government is hopefully going to announce more projects that could be classified as major infrastructure 
projects. Given that the intent is to provide transparency and have consistency, will the Premier make 
a commitment to provide the same amount of information for those projects that would be provided if they flowed 
from the other strategy? Will the Premier ensure that Infrastructure Australia will give some comment on the 
projects identified prior to the release of the strategy?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Infrastructure Australia can do that only if we are seeking federal money. Its role is to assess 
projects if we are seeking federal dollars. To be fair, we have made a lot of effort to secure federal dollars for our 
projects. No doubt, we will continue to do that in the future and that assessment will be provided by IA as a matter 
of course. 

In relation to other infrastructure announcements, I cannot give that assurance right now; I do not know what we 
would do. But I can give the assurance that if this bill is passed expeditiously and we can put this organisation in 
place, we will move as quickly as possible to install and institute the arrangements in the legislation. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is highly likely, given the time limit, that this entity will have, other than the strategy, no 
effect in this term of government. Therefore, it will probably come into effect if the government has a strategy and 
an agency that, with government direction and agreement, can assess projects. Does the government intend to put 
all the projects that it will take to the next election through Infrastructure WA for assessment? Otherwise, why set 
up this entity? I put to the Premier that the major distortion of infrastructure projects through history has actually 
been driven by political decision-making rather than departmental decision-making. This entity and the strategy 
will probably come into effect towards the end of this term of government and both parties will go to the election 
with infrastructure strategies. Does the Premier intend to put all the government’s infrastructure commitments 
through this body for assessment in the run-up to the next election? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am not sure that the Leader of the Opposition understands the nature of the body. I want 
to get this entity established as soon as possible and we are two years into this term of government. Obviously, the 
drafting, requirement to consult and examination of what has been put in place in other states has taken time. We 
introduced the legislation some months ago, but due to other issues before Parliament, it has been difficult for this 
house to deal with this bill. I would like the other house to deal with the bill as soon as possible so we can bring 
in these rules. I think the Leader of the Opposition suggested that we should apply the rules before the legislation 
is in place, which is difficult to do. I made a commitment to apply the legislation across government as soon as we 
possibly can, but until it is in place, that is difficult to do because we do not have the resources or the advice of the 
board, for instance, because it does not exist. Those sorts of things are difficult. 

In terms of election commitments, in the lead-up to the next election each party will make its election commitments. 
As I said, this legislation provides very persuasive advice to everyone on what the state’s infrastructure strategy 
should be and I expect that it will be very persuasive on any government the day, but we need to have matters 
before us before the strategy can be persuasive in the way the Leader of the Opposition is suggesting. Until that 
strategy is in place and those matters are before us, we cannot make a judgement on what it is. I suspect the 
legislation will be more persuasive on a government than an opposition up-front. But in future years, I expect it 
will be more persuasive on both sides. The experience in other states where it has been in place for some years is 
that that is the case. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Is it correct that the Premier is saying that under clause 2(b), which refers to proposed 
section 8(1)(b), it could take 18 months to set up the entity and start assessing business cases? That takes us to 
October 2020. I have a different view on that from the Leader of the Opposition. If budgets are handed down in 
May, the process starts and projects are gathering, would agencies not be reluctant to have those projects in the 
May budget because they would not know whether the infrastructure committee would approve them? If that is 
the case, a Water Corporation $ 100 million capital works program to connect a town to deep sewerage will 
struggle to make financial sense. It will have to go through the rigour of the committee as it decides whether the 
Water Corporation should invest $ 100 million in a capital works program for deep sewerage in east Carnarvon, for 
argument’s sake. Will putting forward a business case to Infrastructure WA delay or prevent the Water Corporation 
from putting that money in its May budget? The 2020 May budget—the budget before we go to the 2021 state 
election—may not include all the infrastructure projects that would generally be in the capital works budget of the 
Water Corporation, Main Roads WA or the Public Transport Authority because they will be going through that 
process. In actual fact, these agencies will hold back money, which will help the budget, and leading up to the 
2021 election the government will have all that infrastructure money. The Premier will be able to make election 
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commitments for 2021 because, under this legislation, he can determine the strategy and present it to Parliament. 
Will the budget be affected if it takes 18 months before there is an outcome from this legislation? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Infrastructure Western Australia will be an advisory body. The agencies will not need to 
seek its approval. I cannot create it now because the legislation is not through Parliament, the strategy has not been 
done and people have not been appointed. After it starts, it will ramp up over time. I cannot wind back history and 
put this legislation in place last year so that it can assess things for the next election. It has taken two years to get 
to this point, but we have to start somewhere as a state if we want an overarching infrastructure strategy that is 
whole of government. It takes this length of time to put it in place, and that has been the experience of other states. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: The infrastructure group is an advisory body. If the Water Corporation wants to invest 
$100 million in a capital works project for deep sewerage in Carnarvon, it can bypass Infrastructure WA because 
it is only an advisory committee and it does not have to listen to advice from that committee. It can go ahead, 
plough forward and build the infrastructure that is needed. Is that what the Premier is saying? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member, I am sorry to interrupt, but I remind you that this is about clause 2. I think 
it might be better to raise some of the issues that you are raising a bit later in the bill. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I am speaking in response to the answer the Premier gave me. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Thank you. I think I understand that. I remind both the Premier and the member for 
North West Central that clause 2 is about the commencement of the bill. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am happy to deal will those issues later in the bill. I think we should get over the 
commencement date of the act and deal with those issues later in the bill. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: To clarify this so that everyone knows how it will work: part 1 comes into operation on 
the day of royal assent. Clause 2(c) refers to the rest of the act, and part 2 establishes Infrastructure WA. 
Infrastructure WA is established one month after assent. Can the Premier advise me and the rest of the house why 
one month was chosen and not one week, two weeks, three weeks or two months? Usually part 1 is enacted 
straightaway and the rest of the act comes into operation two or three days later. In this particular case, the rest of 
the act—as it reads in paragraph (b)—apart from section 8(1)(b) and part 3, divisions 2 and 3, will come into effect 
on a day fixed by proclamation. Can the Premier explain why one month was chosen for the establishment of 
Infrastructure WA? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: For members’ information, that sound is the fireworks for the Australian Tourism Exchange 
function at Kings Park. There are 2 000 tourism delegates up there having a much better time than we are. 

The one-month delay is to allow for board appointments to get through cabinet and to have Executive Council 
approval. 

Clause put and passed. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr D.R. Michael.  

House adjourned at 8.50 pm 
__________ 
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