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INFRASTRUCTURE WESTERN AUSTRALIA BILL 2019 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 8 May. 

HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [7.31 pm]: I rise as the lead speaker for the Greens on the 
Infrastructure Western Australia Bill 2019. Generally, the Greens are quite supportive of what this bill aims to 
achieve but we have some significant concerns that we hope will be addressed during the debate. It is a really 
important bill. Western Australia spends about $7 billion a year on infrastructure, so we are talking about 
significant money. To plan how to spend it, this bill seeks to establish Infrastructure WA and abolish the 
Infrastructure Coordinating Committee. I note that the Property Council of Australia report, “Mind the Gap: 
The Costs of WA’s Infrastructure Provisioning Framework”, which I will refer to again in a moment, contained 
a really good quote from Chris Hale, lecturer at the University of Melbourne’s department of infrastructure 
engineering, which I think describes the aim of this bill quite well. He said — 

“Australians have become addicted to the political theatre that surrounds [infrastructure]. By contrast, 
successful jurisdictions overseas have placed infrastructure into a condition of mundane, 
plodding progress.” 

The Greens would like to see a little less theatre around how infrastructure decisions are made and a bit more 
plodding progress so we can ensure that better planning takes place. The interim chair of Infrastructure WA will 
be John Langoulant, who has both public and private sector experience and, of course, is the author of the 
Langoulant report, which I will also refer to, which recommended that Infrastructure WA be established in the 
first place. I understand that $15.3 million has been budgeted for Infrastructure WA over the forward estimates. 
When it is fully functional, it will cost about $5 million a year to run. 

Like other Australian governments, Western Australian governments past and present have long recognised the 
need for some kind of body to help ensure that state infrastructure is well planned and coordinated, appropriately 
prioritised and competently delivered. Over the years—this has been informed by both experience and also various 
reports—there has been a gradual increase in our understanding of what sort of body that needs to be and, 
importantly, how that body needs to work. Over the last dozen years in this state alone, there has been the Office 
of Strategic Projects, later known as Strategic Projects, which is responsible for overseeing major infrastructure 
projects assigned to it by government. There has also been the Infrastructure Coordinating Committee, a body 
under the Western Australian Planning Commission that reports to the Minister for Planning. There has also been 
the 2009 Economic Audit Committee’s report “Putting the Public First”, which identified that the time it takes to 
properly plan an infrastructure project is anything between four and seven years—in other words, longer than the 
four-year state election cycle—and, therefore, tying projects to the election cycle often means that, unfortunately, 
planning is inadequate. That can cause poor project outcomes such as delays and, as we have seen far too many 
times in this state, significant cost blowouts. The committee also identified the need for a 20-year whole-of-state 
infrastructure investment plan, together with advice to the government of the day about which infrastructure should 
have the highest priority. I can see real advantage in this, particularly in traditional large spending areas such as 
health to have a long-term, clear, systematic approach to plan for future health needs. 

Three years after that report there was the 2012 Auditor General report “Major Capital Projects”, which considered 
the 20 highest value government capital works projects. That report made two very important points. Transparency 
and accountability were lacking on major projects, which was making monitoring by the public and also by the 
Parliament difficult. It was also making the post-project review difficult, so the opportunity to improve 
performance in future projects was being lost. The Auditor General also reiterated what the Economic Audit 
Committee had found three years earlier; that is, inadequate planning was causing substantial variance in project 
cost and time frame—an issue that I know is of interest to a number of members in this place. 

Two years after that, there was the 2014 Property Council report “Mind the Gap: The Cost of WA’s Infrastructure 
Provisioning Framework”. As I mentioned, that report is the source of the quote that I referred to initially from 
lecturer Chris Hale at the Department of Infrastructure at the University of Melbourne. Among other things, that 
report looked at the two statutory infrastructure bodies that were operating by then in Australia—that is, 
Infrastructure Australia and Infrastructure New South Wales. That report proposed the establishment of a similar 
independent and expert infrastructure body that would have transparent processes to plan and to prioritise 
infrastructure, including developing a 20-year, evidence-based, state infrastructure strategy. I note that that 
proposal was supported by the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, the Chamber of Minerals 
and Energy, Master Builders Australia and the Civil Contractors Federation. However, more controversially—this 
is a really important point—the report also called for the infrastructure body to deliver infrastructure; that is, like 
Infrastructure New South Wales but unlike Infrastructure Australia. I will have a lot more to say about that 
particular point in a moment. 
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Two years after that report, in 2016, the Infrastructure Coordinating Committee was re-formed by the government 
to take a 30-year outlook to include the private sector and to have more status to its recommendations. Despite this 
reform and all the reports that preceded it—my goodness, we have spoken about this many times—in 2018 the 
Langoulant report found that between 2008 and 2017, there had been no whole-of-state integrated infrastructure 
plan to guide investment, manage priorities and arrange resources. Despite the Auditor General’s report six years 
before, the special inquirer also found that there had been a lack of transparency, with the government defaulting 
to claim commercial-in-confidence when information was sought, even when there was clearly no disadvantage 
to any party.  According to that special inquiry, this lack of reporting caused the public to be repeatedly shocked 
about elements of infrastructure projects. The special inquiry considered that to ensure that these defects 
could be cured in the future, Infrastructure WA needed to be established and, importantly, it needed to have some 
specific features—it needed to be independent; it needed private-sector representation, including the chair; and it 
needed to have a long-term outlook. Getting back to the point I referred to before, Infrastructure WA should not 
be a doing entity like Infrastructure New South Wales, but should instead oversee the strategic direction of the 
infrastructure agenda. This is a different view from that taken by the Property Council of Australia some years 
earlier. The special inquirer also stressed the need for transparency, including the need to ensure continuous 
disclosure. The report states — 

The Western Australian public is entitled to receive relevant information that assists in the understanding of 
Government decisions, performance and plans. This is how taxpayers hold their public sector accountable. 

Hear, hear! They are wise words indeed. 

As a late adopter, Western Australia has the opportunity to see how other Australian jurisdictions have already 
addressed various issues that have arisen. The commonwealth legislated for Infrastructure Australia as far back as 
2008. As I have mentioned, New South Wales followed in 2011, and that was reviewed by the government 
six years later in 2017. Victoria and Queensland followed in 2015—noting that Queensland’s body was also 
amended this year—and South Australia in 2018. The bodies vary between jurisdictions, but in general they have 
some common features—they remain separate from government, they have infrastructure expertise and they liaise 
with the Premier. In some jurisdictions, the statute specifies the infrastructure body’s relationship with state 
agencies. These bodies have private sector representation, and in some jurisdictions the statute sets out how 
conflicts of interest are to be dealt with. I know that in this regard, private sector representation helps to increase 
independence from government. However, I need to point out that the private sector is not immune from project 
failures either. Private and public sectors alike need processes to facilitate sound planning and decision-making. 
These infrastructure bodies also have consultation requirements in some form or another and require the 
publication of certain information. Some jurisdictions are very specific about what information is to be published 
and what needs to be confidential; they have made a point of prescribing that in their statutes. These bodies develop 
and update long-term infrastructure plans, with priorities identified. They advise on funding and any impediments 
that may arise with delivery, and they review completed projects. Infrastructure WA, as proposed by this bill, has 
most in common with Infrastructure New South Wales, except that the New South Wales function of delivering 
projects has been excluded, which I think is sensible. I also know that it will have some things in common with 
Infrastructure Victoria. 

The consultations that have occurred will add to the wealth of information about what Infrastructure WA should 
look like. I note that the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia, as well as the Master Builders Association, the 
Property Council, the Royal Automobile Club of Western Australia and the Urban Development Institute of 
Australia have all come out in support of the establishment of Infrastructure WA. The Infrastructure Coalition has 
also showed its support, and its members include, again, the Master Builders Association, as well as Engineers 
Australia, Consult Australia, the Institute of Public Works Engineering Australasia, the Australian Water 
Association, the Society of Construction Law Australia, the Construction Contractors Association of 
Western Australia and the Civil Contractors Federation of WA.  

I also note that the government has consulted and published a report showing the themes of the feedback that it 
has received—from what I understand, there were 64 submissions made in time and 19 late submissions. Those 
themes stress support for the establishment of Infrastructure Western Australia; the need for stakeholder 
engagement with Infrastructure WA; the need for transparency; the need to ensure that Infrastructure WA considers 
economic, social and environmental factors; as well as the need for Infrastructure WA to ensure that it has 
infrastructure expertise and avoids conflicts of interest. Under the Infrastructure Western Australia Bill 2019, 
following public consultation, Infrastructure WA will prepare a state infrastructure strategy identifying 
WA’s infrastructure needs and priorities for at least the next 20 years and will submit that to the Premier. The 
strategy must include the economic, social and environmental objectives against which Western Australia’s 
infrastructure needs have been assessed. It must recommend options to meet those needs and priorities; recommend 
funding options; and, importantly, prioritise those recommendations. 
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I ask the minister to confirm that it is within Infrastructure WA’s scope to also identify the nature of the training 
and the workforce needed for that infrastructure to be built. It is really important that this is part of the overall 
planning process. We do not need a repeat of what happened with the blowout of costs during the mining boom, 
when we had not made adequate preparation to ensure that our training requirements meant that we had the 
workforce available to meet those needs. I hope that is automatically incorporated from the outset as part of the 
future planning by Infrastructure WA—to make sure that we have people to deliver that infrastructure, and that 
we are training people appropriately. 

I am particularly keen to know whether it is within Infrastructure WA’s scope to recommend where and when 
new schools or upgrades to existing schools are needed, particularly for the large high schools. At the moment, 
there is a lack of transparency about how those decisions are being made. This is an issue that the Greens have 
raised through the course of various election campaigns. We have indicated that there needs to be transparency 
and forward planning around this. It needs to be made clear that these large builds are going to be in line with 
population requirements—for example, changes in demographics—and that there is some thinking behind that, 
because we would certainly be concerned if these decisions were being made for the purpose of political 
expediency rather than as part of forward planning. I would very much like to get confirmation that it is within 
Infrastructure WA’s scope to address both of those concerns. 

I note that preparation of the first strategy is expected to take about 18 months, and that the strategy must be 
updated at least five-yearly, or earlier if directed by the Premier, which I think is appropriate. I note that on 
receipt of the strategy, the Premier can either accept it or, on one occasion only, ask Infrastructure WA in writing 
to reconsider and resubmit it. If this happens, Infrastructure WA must respond to the Premier’s feedback. I ask 
the minister to confirm that the draft state infrastructure strategy and the Premier’s written feedback will be 
accessible via our freedom of information laws, because I think those will be of great interest and import to 
people wanting to follow how this decision-making is occurring. I note that the accepted or resubmitted strategy 
must be laid in Parliament and must be publicly available, and that the Premier must prepare a government 
response to the strategy indicating which recommendations it supports. If any recommendations are not 
supported by government, it has to give reasons for this. The response must be laid in Parliament and made 
publicly available. I note that the response can be amended; and, if it is, the amended response also must be laid 
before Parliament and be made publicly available. Infrastructure WA can amend its strategy; and, if it does, all 
those same requirements will apply. Infrastructure WA must report annually on the implementation of the 
strategy and must make those reports publicly available. I am pleased to see the level of transparency that has 
been proposed for how that decision-making will occur. 

I also note that the Premier, in consultation with the Treasurer, must prepare, and make publicly available, annual 
state infrastructure programs setting out the government’s intended infrastructure investments for the next 
four years and an overview of expected infrastructure needs, as well as any challenges and options to address them 
for the six years after that. It is a refreshing long-term approach to trying to get an idea of how infrastructure is 
being planned in this state. This will create a public rolling pipeline of infrastructure projects. The first four years 
will show intended investment in infrastructure over the forward estimates, with the remaining six years showing 
what infrastructure is being considered in the medium term before details and costs have been finalised. 
In preparing the program, the Premier must take into account the strategy and seek Infrastructure WA’s advice. 
I note that the Premier can also amend the program; and, if he does, all the same requirements will apply. 

All state agency major infrastructure proposals must be assessed by Infrastructure WA before an investment 
decision is made, unless Infrastructure WA exempts a particular proposal; for example, it has already been assessed 
by Infrastructure Australia or it has broad support. That issue of broad support was noted in the Premier’s 
second reading reply in the other place. 

Regarding the definition of “major infrastructure proposal” in clause 3, I ask the minister what sorts of proposals 
would be nominated by the Premier under paragraph (b) and what sorts of projects or classes of infrastructure are 
intended to be prescribed under paragraph (c)? Assessments according to publicly accessible guidelines are 
prepared by Infrastructure WA in consultation with the Premier. I note that Infrastructure WA must give the 
Premier a high-level summary in the form of a report and that the Premier must make that summary publicly 
available within six months; otherwise, Infrastructure WA may do so. 

Infrastructure WA’s other functions are set out in clause 8, and they include involvement in the preparation of state 
agency infrastructure strategies, plans and policies; providing advice to state agencies on preparing infrastructure 
proposals, because some state agencies have significantly less expertise in this area than others; involvement in 
infrastructure proposals that are supported by government before their submission to Infrastructure Australia; 
monitoring and reporting on the progress of implementation of the state infrastructure strategy; advising the 
Premier on infrastructure matters; reviewing completed infrastructure projects, which is important because it 
enables learning from past projects so that we are better informing future projects; promoting public awareness of 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 4 June 2019] 

 p3650c-3669a 
Hon Alison Xamon; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Diane Evers; Hon Dr Steve Thomas 

 [4] 

matters relating to infrastructure; and carrying out any other infrastructure function at the Premier’s request. I ask 
the minister to confirm that the intention behind this last provision is that if an infrastructure project is going off 
the rails, Infrastructure WA may be asked by the Premier to audit the project and provide advice and 
recommendations with a view to correcting it. That was my understanding from the briefing, but I would like to 
confirm that for the record. I also ask the minister to confirm that this clause is not intended to empower 
Infrastructure WA to deliver projects or to take over projects. I am concerned that if Infrastructure WA were to do 
that, it would be specifically going against the Langoulant report’s injunction that Infrastructure WA not be 
a “doing” agency and also would, I think, conflict with Infrastructure WA’s duty to impartially review and report 
to the Premier on completed projects. 

As I have said, there is a lot to like about this bill, and I will be talking about that shortly, but I also need to talk 
about the issue of the relationship between Infrastructure WA and state agencies. For the Greens, as we currently 
read it, a problem is clause 23, as drafted, which is about that relationship between Infrastructure WA and state 
agencies. I have proposed a number of amendments, and I will make some comments about the intention of those 
amendments. The amendments I have placed on the supplementary notice paper are to clauses 3 and 23, and relate 
to the specific concern about agencies. 

Clause 23 of the bill outlines the obligations of state agencies—that is, departments, sub-departments and statutory 
authorities listed in schedule 1 of the Financial Management Act 2006, and I have a list of those agencies, as well as 
government trading entities. They must cooperate with Infrastructure WA in the performance of its functions, and 
they must provide information to Infrastructure WA on request, unless it relates to investigation or enforcement, is 
subject to legal professional privilege, or would contravene an order of a court or other judicial body. I note that 
information that is confidential, secret or commercially sensitive needs to be identified as such, and special provisions 
must apply. I also note that they must align their plans, strategies and policies with and implement the state 
infrastructure strategy, in so far as the government response supports it, and the state infrastructure program that is 
prepared by the government. If this obligation is inconsistent—this is how the clause is written—with the state 
agency’s obligations under its own act, then this obligation prevails to the extent to which there is an inconsistency. 
The first two obligations—general cooperation and providing information on request—are clearly not controversial, 
and the Greens are happy to support both of these. I note that the New South Wales and Victorian versions of this 
legislation both contain very similar requirements. They are fairly standard, and I would argue that they are desirable. 
However, I think the third obligation—to align with and implement infrastructure even if this conflicts with the 
state agency’s obligations under its own act—is potentially highly controversial, and the Greens do not support 
this in its current form. Our concern is that it goes far beyond generally supporting Infrastructure WA in the 
performance of its functions, which is fine, and instead has the potential to meddle with the performance of state 
agencies’ functions, including those that Parliament has already carefully considered and made decisions about, in 
terms of where those powers and obligations lie. To the best of my knowledge, there is no such provision in the 
equivalent legislation in any other Australian jurisdiction. As far as I am aware, New South Wales, which has the 
model most similar to this bill, is the only jurisdiction where legislation addresses the issue, but its version requires 
government agencies only to notify Infrastructure New South Wales of any proposed exercise of the government 
agency’s functions that may adversely impact on the current five-year infrastructure plan or a project 
implementation plan. It does not prevent government agencies from performing their ordinary functions. 
The Greens’ particular concern is the effect of this part of clause 23 on the functions of state agencies as they relate 
to environmental protection. I acknowledge that the bill as written contains some safeguards. The first safeguard 
is that, in performing its functions, Infrastructure WA must consider government strategies, plans, policies, 
priorities and forecasts, amongst other things, and that state agencies must, on request, provide that information to 
Infrastructure WA. 
The second safeguard is that Infrastructure WA’s role will be, of course, advisory. The government will decide 
what infrastructure will go ahead. I note that it is the Premier, not Infrastructure WA, who will prepare the 
government response to the state infrastructure strategy, indicating the degree of government support for each of 
Infrastructure WA’s recommendations. It is the Premier in consultation with the Treasurer, not Infrastructure WA, 
who will prepare the state infrastructure program that sets out the next four years’ worth of government 
infrastructure investment and what is being considered for the next six years after that. I also note that it is the 
government, or the relevant state agency, not Infrastructure WA, that ultimately will decide whether to implement 
a major infrastructure proposal. 
The third safeguard, as I understand—I ask the minister to confirm this for the record—is that the intended meaning 
of clause 23 is that the usual state and commonwealth government approval processes, and the triggers for those 
processes, will continue to apply. Specifically, I ask the minister to confirm for the record that clause 23, as it is 
written, will not override the Environmental Protection Authority’s statutory functions. I also want the minister to 
confirm for the record that section 5 of the Environmental Protection Authority Act 1986 will prevail over clause 23. 
Section 5 states — 
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Whenever a provision of this Act or of an approved policy — 
Of the minister under section 31(d) — 

is inconsistent with a provision contained in, or ratified or approved by, any other written law, the 
provision of this Act or the approved policy, as the case requires, prevails. 

I also seek confirmation for the record that clause 23 will not compel state agency proponents to implement 
strategic proposals that are, or must be, referred to the EPA or in relation to which the EPA has issued a notice of 
intended assessment, because this would put the state agency in contravention of the Environmental Protection 
Authority Act 1986. 
The fourth safeguard is—again, I ask minister to confirm this—that the content of the state infrastructure strategy, 
the government response and the state infrastructure program to which state agencies must align and implement 
may be broad enough to leave room for state agencies’ usual strategies, plans and policies to continue to operate 
in relation to the detail. I ask the minister to confirm that clause 23 will not affect nature conservation strategies, 
management plans that apply to reserves, the regional blueprints of the regional development commissions and 
state planning policies—of which we have many, Mr Acting President. I wish to table for members’ information 
through the course of this debate a list of all the state planning policies I will refer to because there are many that 
would be of great interest to a number of members. 
I seek leave to table a list of state planning policies. 

Leave granted. [See paper 2736.] 

Hon ALISON XAMON: When I talk about state planning policies, which I suppose are of particular concern to 
the Greens, it is things like Bush Forever, “State Planning Policy 2.8: Bushland Policy for the Perth Metropolitan 
Region”, or policies about protecting groundwater and public drinking water sources, rural planning, planning in 
bushfire-prone areas, and road and rail noise. These are important strategies and a lot of work has gone into them. 
It is really important that they cannot be overridden. I also ask minister to confirm that clause 23 will not affect 
the Western Australian Planning Commission’s regional and subregional strategies. 

I seek leave to table a list of the WAPC’s regional and subregional strategies. 

Leave granted. [See paper 2737.] 

Hon ALISON XAMON: If the minister can provide those assurances, I will acknowledge those safeguards. 
Nonetheless, as it is written at the moment, the Greens consider that clause 23 tips the balance too far, particularly 
if those assurances cannot be given. 

The first of my proposed amendments to clause 3 relates to the definition of “State agency”. Under the current 
definition, a state agency is not just a government department, sub-department or government trading enterprise, 
although I understand that clause 3 was specifically drafted with them in mind. The definition of “State agency” 
refers to a list of statutory authorities in the Financial Management Act 2006, which is currently two and a half pages 
long. Section 6 of that act allows the government to add to that list via regulation. 

I seek leave to table a list of the statutory authorities included under the definition of “State agency”. There are 
a lot of them. 

Leave granted. [See paper 2738.] 

Hon ALISON XAMON: Importantly, the Environmental Protection Authority, which is the one I have been 
mainly talking about, is currently not on that list. The fact that it could be added via regulation is of great concern 
to the Greens. My proposed amendment to clause 3 therefore aims to prevent the EPA from becoming a state 
agency for the purposes of this bill, to ensure that clause 23 does not prevent the EPA from being able to carry out 
its statutory functions. I suggest that support for my amendment will reinforce any government undertakings that 
can be given that the bill is not going to oust ordinary environmental assessment processes. That is absolutely 
crucial, because under the Environmental Protection Act, the EPA can recommend, and has recommended in the 
past, against a proposal being implemented. Members need to remember that environmental protection is of course 
the EPA’s core statutory responsibility. WA has a very proud distinction of being one of the first Australian 
jurisdictions to introduce an EPA; therefore, it is really important that we do not pass a bill whereby we would 
become the first jurisdiction to effectively lose it in all but name, if that is indeed the potential effect of this bill. 

The EPA exists because the state understands that environmental assessment needs to be undertaken by a specialist 
environmental body. Environmental assessment is a highly technical and scientific exercise that aims to protect 
key environmental values such as our unique biodiversity and ecosystems, as well as ensure that we maintain the 
quality and availability of water, and soil and air quality. Mistakes on environmental matters should never be taken 
lightly; they can have irreversible consequences for our state. The need for the EPA to perform its functions without 
any hindrance is more important than ever. I do not know whether anyone else saw the media coverage around 
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this, but I remind members that recently the United Nations handed down a report that said that the ecosystems 
upon which all of us—all species—depend are deteriorating faster than ever. We are already looking at one million 
animal and plant species being threatened with extinction. We have to act now at every level to change that. It is 
a prediction that I find devastating, and I hope members here do, too. The infrastructure we choose to build can be 
part of either the problem or, importantly, the solution. The Greens want Infrastructure WA to play a proactive 
role in potentially being a part of that solution.  

Ensuring that there continues to be a separate and specialist environmental assessment process by the 
Environmental Protection Authority as proposed by my amendment to clause 3, I think, promotes sounder 
infrastructure decision-making. 

My second proposed amendment is to clause 23, and seeks to retain all the state agency obligations in the 
Infrastructure Western Australia Bill. However, it requires the obligation to align with and implement 
infrastructure, under subclause (1)(c), to be exercised by state agencies in a way that is consistent with their own 
act. That goes much further than other Australian jurisdictions but it protects the integrity of state agencies’ own 
governing acts so that they can continue to perform the functions that Parliament has determined they should have. 

Of course, every state agency that has its own act has already been scrutinised by Parliament. We have already 
made the determinations about the scope of their authority. In every case, Parliament has already considered and 
determined the role of each state agency. We have determined what powers they should have and what checks and 
balances each state agency should have. I urge members to please look at the list of statutory authorities that will 
be caught by the clause 3 definition of state agency, which I have tabled, and consider whether my proposed 
amendment offers potentially a more balanced alternative to the current wording of clause 23. At this point we 
have not received any assurances, bearing in mind the minister has not yet had an opportunity to reply. 
Moving on to the issue of transparency, as I have said, both the 2012 report by the Auditor General and the 
2018 Langoulant “Special Inquiry into Government Programs and Projects: Final Report” stressed the need for 
infrastructure decision-making to be transparent, pointing out that transparency is exactly how Parliament and the 
public hold the public sector accountable and that the lack of transparency hinders any post-project review and 
therefore includes performance on future projects. 
The Greens are really pleased to see that this bill absolutely does improve the level of transparency. It does not 
make transparency a principal object, but it does mandate disclosure to Parliament and to the public of important 
information, including the state infrastructure strategy and the government’s response to it; the state infrastructure 
program; Infrastructure WA’s high-level summaries of its reports on major infrastructure proposals; as well as an 
annual report on infrastructure progress. In addition, Infrastructure WA will be given the function of promoting 
public awareness of matters relating to infrastructure. 
Clause 61 confirms that the Financial Management Act 2006 and the Auditor General Act 2006, which regulate 
statutory authorities’ financial administration audit and reporting requirements, will apply to Infrastructure WA, 
the same as for other statutory authorities. 
The starting position under clauses 64 and 66 is that it is an offence to disclose information, but then the bill winds 
that back to allow disclosure in specific circumstances. The Greens would have liked to see the reverse of that, but 
we have been informed by the government, through the extensive and helpful briefings we have received, that it 
is because the government does not want Infrastructure WA, as an independent agency, undermining the 
government with leaks. That is what we understand the policy reason to be behind that approach. Clause 66, if 
appropriately nuanced regarding restrictions on disclosure of sensitive information, probably strikes the balance. 
I note that if the sensitive information is redacted, the rest of the document can be released and the restriction will 
not apply to sensitive information that is already in the public domain and is in a statistical form that cannot be 
related back to the source or the person has consented to being released. 
I ask the minister to confirm, please, for the record, that clause 65(1)(c) will authorise the use or disclosure of 
information in these circumstances: responding to an FOI application; providing information to Parliament, 
including the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations and the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges; and providing information to the Auditor General in the exercise of their function, 
pursuant to section 82 of the Financial Management Act, if that is not already provided for in clause 61 of the bill. 
Moving on to consider the issue of consultation, the Greens are pleased to see that this bill improves the level of 
consultation. Infrastructure Western Australia is mandated to consult with relevant interested parties that are 
appropriate and practicable, including regional development commissions. I note that this was a particular concern 
that was raised during the course of debate in the other place. Infrastructure WA is also mandated to undertake 
public consultation on its draft proposed state infrastructure strategy. It will be important, then, that in performing 
its functions, Infrastructure WA proactively seeks out people who have relevant knowledge or expertise—
for example, local governments and academics, including academics involved with sustainable cities initiatives. 
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If Infrastructure WA does not consult appropriately, clause 71 allows regulations to be made to provide it with 
direction, including on the extent of the consultation that it is required to undertake. 
I turn now to the issue of the environment. I have already spoken about my concerns with clause 23 and why I think 
it requires specific attention. Aside from that issue, I think this bill will deliver improvements. It will introduce 
a statutory triple bottom line—something that the Greens have been talking about for decades. Under clause 8(2), 
Infrastructure WA must consider matters including relevant government strategies, plans, policies, priorities and 
forecasts, including environmental forecasts and environmental policies. Infrastructure WA is also required under 
that clause to consider the environmental value of infrastructure as well as the complete life cycle of infrastructure. 
Clause 14 requires the state infrastructure strategy to include those environmental objectives against which 
infrastructure needs are assessed, and to identify where deficiencies in infrastructure are going to or may contribute 
to significant environmental costs. I ask the minister to confirm that the term “environmental forecasts” in clause 8 
includes, for example, climate change and greenhouse gas emission forecasts. I understand that similar bodies in 
Victoria and the United Kingdom are taking those matters into account and are developing priorities to address 
them, and we most certainly need to do the same. I also ask the minister to confirm that the term “environmental 
value” also includes negative environmental value—in other words, environmental costs. 
I turn now to consider the issue of conflicts of interest. Earlier in my contribution I asked the minister to confirm 
that clause 8 does not cover Infrastructure WA delivering projects or taking over projects, which, as I said, I think 
is quite important. For it to do so would go specifically against the Langoulant report’s recommendation that 
Infrastructure WA not be a “doing” agency, and would also be in conflict with Infrastructure WA’s duty to ensure 
that it impartially reviews and reports to the Premier on completed projects. That would be very difficult for it to 
do if it had been intimately involved in the establishment or development of such projects. 

With regard to the management of conflicts of interest of board members and/or the chief executive officer, the 
Greens are pleased to see that the bill mandates disclosure of material personal interests and that there is 
a penalty for default. I am also pleased to see that the bill enables regulations to be made on the disclosure of 
material personal interests, including what is or is not a material personal interest and who is or is not a person 
closely associated with a member. The board is also empowered to determine whether a person has a material 
personal interest, even if the person does not disclose it. I note that following disclosure, such a ruling has to be 
noted in the minutes; that is good. The person concerned cannot be present during consideration of the matter 
that is the subject of the conflict of interest, and certainly cannot vote on it; that is also good. I ask the minister 
to confirm for the record whether, as is stated in the explanatory memorandum, and in the absence of any 
relevant regulations, material personal interest will include non-financial interests and not only financial 
interests. I also ask the minister to confirm whether the meeting minutes in which conflicts are recorded will be 
accessible under our freedom of information laws. It would be great to get confirmation that that is indeed how 
it is intended to operate. 
My third proposed amendment relates to clause 44. If it is passed, it will require that such disclosure or 
determination of a material personal interest under that clause be made publicly available. This issue was raised 
with the government during the debate in the other place and I think it has considerable merit. As I understand it, 
during the course of the debate in the other place, the government indicated a willingness to consider it. During 
that debate it was identified that section 38 of the Infrastructure New South Wales Act 2011 requires disclosures 
of conflicts of interest to be recorded in a book or a register, which is available for public inspection. My version 
is simpler than that. It will require only that the disclosure or determination be made publicly available. Under 
clause 69, it would be sufficient to publish it on either the website of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
or Infrastructure Western Australia. 
I know that under the bill, notwithstanding that a board member has a material personal interest in a matter before 
Infrastructure WA, provided it is not of direct or indirect financial interest, the board will be able to resolve that 
the interest is not significant enough to be likely to unduly influence the person’s consideration or vote on the 
matter. Similarly, notwithstanding that the CEO has a material personal interest in a matter before 
Infrastructure WA, the board will be able to authorise the CEO to continue to act under any conditions or 
restrictions that the board considers appropriate. The board will also be able to approve the CEO doing paid work 
or being actively involved in business activities or management of a body corporate that carries on business. I ask 
the minister to confirm whether any resolution by the board pursuant to clauses 46 or 53, or any approval pursuant 
to clause 55, will be minuted and accessible via FOI laws. 
As always, the Greens are delighted that the bill contains a review provision at clause 72. However, my final 
proposed amendment proposes an alternative that I think is better, and I would like to offer it for members’ 
consideration. As it is currently drafted, clause 72 will provide for a one-off review of the legislation’s operation 
and effectiveness after five years, with the report of the review to be tabled in Parliament. The Greens respectfully 
submit to the house that, ideally, there should be repeated reviews, because the long time frame for infrastructure 
projects often exceeds five years. I think it is important to be able to monitor how the act is being used by 
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successive governments. It is inconceivable that this government will not still be the government in 20 years but, 
of course, there is an outside chance that that may not be the case, in which case, it would be useful to see how 
different governments approach this legislation. The Greens also respectfully submit that each review ought to 
consider the extent to which the bill’s objectives have been achieved; the extent to which the bill has delivered on 
transparency and accountability, including the matters that were very strongly stressed by the Langoulant report 
and the 2012 Auditor General’s report; the impact, if any, on assessment approvals and review processes of other 
acts, such as environmental impact assessments, for the reasons that I have already given; and the adequacy of the 
conflict of interest provisions. Those were major themes during the government’s consultation process. That will 
also ensure that Parliament is kept abreast of any unexpected or unintended impact on environmental impact 
assessments and any assessment, approval or review processes under other legislation. 
With those few words, I indicate that the Greens recognise that there is much in this bill to be commended. 
We recognise that much of what is intended in this bill is a vast improvement on the way in which infrastructure 
planning is undertaken in this state. The bill will also provide for Western Australia the consistency that other 
states have enjoyed for some time. However, we seek those assurances, particularly about the environmental 
matters that I have raised. This is core business for the Greens. We would like an assurance that in no way will the 
actions of the Environmental Protection Authority be able to be overridden, and also that the planning policies and 
state and regional strategies, which so much work has gone into, will be upheld and form part of the critical 
decision-making framework. It may be the case that those assurances can be given on the record; if not, I have 
placed some amendments on the supplementary notice paper, and it will be worth fleshing out the extent to which 
those provisions may or may not be overridden. 
Overall, this is a significant piece of legislation. I thank the briefers for the time and thought they have given to 
the many issues that have been raised behind the Chair about this bill. I look forward to hearing the contributions 
from other members. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Robin Chapple): I give the call to the Leader of the Opposition. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [8.26 pm]: Sorry, Mr Acting President, 
I was not actually ready to speak on the Infrastructure Western Australia Bill 2019, because I thought others were 
going to have a go, but I will have a go now. I was not ready to stifle the debate just yet. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: I was just about to move that the bill be read a second time. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Don’t you start! I am not listening to you. I stand up, and she yells at me. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, order! We have been doing quite well so far, on a very simple piece of 
legislation, and I hope we can keep the tenor down a bit. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Thank you, Mr Acting President. I tell you what—some people here need a dose of 
Epsom salts. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, order! 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I do not know how many times I have to tell Hon Alannah MacTiernan that I will never 
accept an interjection from her, so she may as well stop it right now. I have no respect for her whatsoever. I do not 
believe a word she says. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Keep going! 

Hon Darren West interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: You are not going to upset me, mate; let me tell you that. You are irrelevant—totally and 
absolutely irrelevant in my life. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, order! Thank you. We are dealing with the Infrastructure Western Australia 
Bill 2019, and I give the call to Hon Peter Collier. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Mr Acting President, with due respect, you have now called for order at least 
half a dozen times. Every time I open my mouth, Hon Darren West insists on interjecting. For the last time, I will 
not be accepting any interjections. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT: Leader of the Opposition, if you refer your comments to me, I am sure we will 
curtail the number of interjections. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I will be making some general comments on the infrastructure bill. It is essentially 
a skeleton for the establishment of Infrastructure WA. In all honesty, no-one could look at this bill and not think 
of Utopia. I am not being disrespectful. Anyone in this place who has been a minister who does not think of Utopia 
when dealing with Infrastructure WA is not being honest. The creation of a monolith that will oversee 
infrastructure in Western Australia is profoundly identified in this bill. Having said that, we will be supporting the 
bill, but I have a number of questions. 

The impetus for Infrastructure WA stemmed from not just the special inquiry into government programs and 
projects, but also a commitment made by the Labor Party prior to the last election. It is interesting to look at the 
comments made by the special inquirer about Infrastructure WA. I would be interested to know whether all his 
recommendations for Infrastructure WA are captured. Under the heading “What the Special Inquirer recommends”, 
the report states — 

Reflecting the range of matters reviewed, there are many recommendations made throughout this 
report. Most of the recommendations in Volume 2 are aimed at addressing specific project issues. 
Recommendations involving the whole of government are in Volume 1. 

The Special Inquirer believes reform is required in the following areas: 

• introduce an Infrastructure WA entity to enhance planning and development; 

That is where this legislation comes from. It continues — 

• introduce a Parliamentary Budget Office to cost election commitments and review major project 
business cases; 

I assume that the government will be accepting that recommendation about a budget office. It continues — 

• provide information about major projects in an accessible and transparent way to the public; 
I assume that the government will be accepting that recommendation. It continues — 

• centralise the leadership of major projects and public works management; 
I assume that is captured within Infrastructure WA. Further — 

• simplify and strengthen procurement practices; 
• increase Government’s oversight of contract development and contract management; 
• subject Government Trading Enterprises and larger public sector organisations to more rigorous 

performance reviews; 
• tighten the governance and decision-making structures associated with the Royalties for Regions program; 
• implement formal evaluation of agencies’ performance on major projects; and 
• introduce training opportunities for members of Parliament and public servants in key areas of 

governance, business case analysis, risk management, procurement, project and contract 
management, negotiation and commercial and financial management. 

We have to assume that at least three-quarters of those dot points will be captured within Infrastructure WA, 
certainly when providing information about major projects in an accessible and transparent way to the public, but 
also in setting up a parliamentary budget office. When the minister responds, I would be very interested to know 
whether the government will accept those recommendations from the special inquirer and whether they will be 
captured in one way or another throughout this bill. 
Let us look at what the special inquirer said about a couple of projects. Quite frankly, there was some good stuff 
in his response. I did not agree with some of it; in fact, in some sections he was patently wrong. We cannot disagree 
with providing some sort of guidance and overall management in, dare I say it, a 20-year global infrastructure plan. 
That is what business has been calling for across the board. How we get there and the manner in which we get 
there is probably open to debate. Given the fact that this is essentially a skeleton of a bill, the integrity of what 
occurs is still open to question.  
There are a couple of amendments proposed by the Greens on the supplementary notice paper that I am not sure 
about yet. One has been proposed by Hon Martin Aldridge, which we definitely agree with, but we will have to 
consider the Greens’ amendments in a moment. 
I now want to mention a couple of things about the special inquiry. When the special inquirer made his 
recommendations, including the establishment of Infrastructure WA, he based them on a number of projects, 
one of which was Muja AB. I agree that Muja AB needed more oversight, particularly from a government trading 
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enterprise perspective. However, the special inquirer pointed this out—I mentioned this in my contribution to the 
budget debate—when he stated — 

Governance and decision-making 
Throughout the project, a number of decisions was approved by the Verve Energy Board, and some 
required approval by the Minister for Energy. One of the initial approvals sought by Verve Energy from 
the Minister for Energy was to commence negotiations on the joint venture with Inalco Energy. At this 
stage no reference was made to the financial guarantee. In the period between the Minister for Energy 
approving Verve Energy negotiating the joint venture and the approval request to enter the joint venture, 
there is no documentation of consultation with the Department of Treasury on the financial guarantee. 
When Verve Energy sought approval from the Minister for Energy to enter into the joint venture, the 
Minister for Energy consulted the then Department of Treasury and Finance prior to responding to 
Verve Energy’s request. It was only at this point that the Department of Treasury and Finance was made 
aware of the financial guarantee that Verve Energy had negotiated with Inalco Energy. 
Due to the lack of available documentation, it is unclear whether the Department of Treasury and Finance 
approved the transaction. It is also unclear as to what advice was provided to the Minister for Energy or 
the Treasurer, whose concurrence is required for section 68 approvals. 

I have made it quite clear that that is wrong. I have tabled in this place email exchanges between my office, as then 
Minister for Energy, and the Office of Energy and Verve. Protocols existed at that time. Having said that, I am 
conscious that perhaps a little more oversight of GTEs was necessary. 
Another point I would like to raise, and this is the point at which I lost a bit of respect for the special inquirer, is 
about the Woodlands transmission line, which should not fall under the gamut of Infrastructure WA because it is 
not a project worth more than $100 million—far from it. For the life of me, I cannot work out why the special 
inquirer would even be bothered to look into the Woodlands transmission line. However, I found out why when 
the Treasurer in his response to the special inquirer’s report lambasted the member for Scarborough by suggesting 
that she was somehow implicated in the transmission line. He was making a political point. It really demeans the 
report—not hugely, because the report has some really good things to say—when we have to look into 
a $2.7 million transmission line replacement. 
Let us look at this matter and discern whether there was a problem with the procurement process or any government 
management. Under the summary of the Woodlands transmission line incident, the Langoulant report states — 

Western Power’s decision to spend $2.7 million on placing a transmission line underground in 
Woodlands did not represent value-for-money and was influenced by a desire to meet community and 
external stakeholder expectations. Western Power acknowledged that this expenditure would not meet an 
efficiency set by its regulator, the Economic Regulation Authority. 
The business case for this project was completed and approved in 2014, after the Minister for Energy had 
announced the decision to place the line underground in 2012 — 

I have to say that they were different Ministers for Energy — 
and after Western Power had written to residents about the commencement of preliminary works in 2013. 
In 2010, Western Power was faced with community dissatisfaction due to the relocation of a transmission 
line 30 metres closer to nine residences. This dissatisfaction may have been avoided had Western Power 
ensured that thorough consultation with affected residences was undertaken prior to the line relocation. 
Western Power may also have been in a position to obtain funding from the developer for placing the 
transmission line underground. 
Western Power has acknowledged that its community consultation processes were inadequate at the time 
and has since made improvements in its approach. This includes stronger contractual obligations for 
developers who request works to be undertaken on the network including requirements for engagement 
with the community where appropriate. 

It need not even have looked at that. It needed to go to Paul Italiano, the former chief executive officer of 
Western Power. In the report he is quoted as saying — 

“I’ll tell you exactly what happened…we had not done customer consultation and we had built three, 
18-metre high transmission towers within two metres of people’s back fences.” 

That is exactly what happened. This should never have been included in this report. Quite frankly, it diminished 
the integrity of the report. It was nothing but a political commentary, and this situation was appalling. As the 
former CEO said, Western Power built a pile of 18-metre high transmission towers literally at people’s back doors. 
It agreed it had done the wrong thing, but tried to make a political statement out of it. Having said that, it would 
not be captured by Infrastructure WA anyway, because it would not meet the cost threshold level. 
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Let us have a look at some of the elements of the bill. As I said, I will not talk at great length about this bill. I will 
probably spend a bit more time in Committee of the Whole House, but I will just go through a few concerns we 
have and give a bit of an explanation. The explanatory memorandum states — 

The Bill supports a more coordinated approach to infrastructure planning and prioritisation than that 
currently in place in Western Australia. 
Infrastructure WA’s principal objects are: 

• to provide advice and assistance to the Government on matters relating to infrastructure; 
• to assist in enhancing the efficiency and effectiveness of infrastructure planning and coordination; 
• to promote the adoption and use of policies, practices, information and analysis to support sound 

decision-making in relation to infrastructure. 
This is where it has the, dare I say it, Utopia analogy. The explanatory memorandum states — 

There are a number of key interrelated documents which are associated with Infrastructure WA’s 
functions, including: 

• State Infrastructure Strategy (prepared by Infrastructure WA); 
• Response to the State Infrastructure Strategy (prepared by the Government); 
• Annual report on Government’s implementation of the State Infrastructure Strategy (prepared by 

Infrastructure WA); 
• Annual State Infrastructure Programme (prepared by the Government); 
• Reports on the assessment of major infrastructure proposals (prepared by Infrastructure WA); and 
• Annual work programme (prepared by Infrastructure WA). 

Out of those six different facets of Infrastructure WA, I hope everyone knows what they are doing, because I see 
an enormous amount of overlap occurring. Accountability is wonderful, but, quite frankly, if we have to get 
instructions before we get out of bed every day, we wonder whether it is worth the trouble. It is worthwhile having 
a look at the explanatory memorandum. 

The second reading speech highlights a few concerns of the opposition. It says — 

By providing independent and expert advice, Infrastructure WA will help us better plan for our future. 
Its advice will support better decision-making on infrastructure and it will hold the government of the day 
to account. 

I assume that means it will hold the government of the day to account electorally as well as internally. I am not 
quite sure how it will hold the government to account internally. Perhaps we can assess that when we go into 
committee. The second reading speech also states — 

For too long our state has suffered from a lack of a long-term infrastructure strategy to support our 
economy, enable job creation and build better communities. 

Yes, I am inclined to agree with that. There is an issue here, though, with regard to government trading enterprises 
such as the Water Corporation, and the education department et cetera and the duplication that will potentially 
exist within these facets of government decision-making and Infrastructure WA. Hon Alison Xamon brought this 
up with regard to education, and the education minister will be very mindful of it. A number of projects in the 
education department will come under the gamut of Infrastructure WA, because there will not be any change out 
of $100 million for a secondary school nowadays.  

Hon Sue Ellery: You will get a little bit. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Potentially, unless it is done on the cheap. I will assume that the secondary schools will 
now come under the ambit of Infrastructure WA. The priority list for primary schools will be individual, of course, 
but they are a collective in terms of the four or five schools a year, or whatever it might be. I assume they will be 
dealt with individually, not collectively. 

Hon Sue Ellery: It will be individually, I think, but I will check. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It would be interesting to know things like that. Again, I cannot see it happening. I am 
playing the devil’s advocate. As Hon Alison Xamon has pointed out, who wins if the government’s priorities in 
education come into conflict with the priorities of Infrastructure WA—dare I say it, possibly for political purposes, 
more often than not, but almost exclusively not — 

Hon Alison Xamon: The Premier. 
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Hon PETER COLLIER: According to the Infrastructure Western Australia Bill 2019, the Premier wins. 

Hon Alison Xamon: That’s right. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: That needs to be fleshed out. I have a great deal of faith in the Department of Education, 
and I would like to think that it knows what is best for education, as opposed to Infrastructure WA, particularly in 
its infancy. 

Hon Sue Ellery: You personally know the process. It’s to do with the demographic and projected growth. Those 
are not elements that Infrastructure WA could disagree with, because they are the numbers. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I know that, and I hope that is the case. As an example, Infrastructure WA could decide, 
for some reason, that the north metropolitan area requires more attention than the south or the east, and that falls 
into conflict with the Department of Education. The education department sometimes gets its figures or projections 
wrong. It is the same with the Water Corporation and the government trading enterprises. I have worked with these 
GTEs. They can be a pain in the neck half the time because they are a law unto themselves. They think that they 
know what is best. I am going to love seeing what happens with the GTEs when they come into conflict with 
Infrastructure WA. It might be a good thing. Again, I assume that the Premier has precedence then because of the 
Infrastructure Western Australia Bill. The second reading speech states — 

It will also look at how other options, such as policy and regulatory reform, can help us meet our future 
infrastructure needs in a smarter and more efficient way. 

Again, that is good. In the event of conflict, I hope that good, or Infrastructure WA, prevails, if that is the way it 
should be. It continues — 

It will provide the certainty that industry needs to invest and create jobs. It will ensure that we maximise 
the value to the state of every dollar spent on infrastructure. It will deliver a clear blueprint and vision for 
infrastructure over a 20-year horizon. 

I like to think that when we get back into government in two years’ time, we will be in for 20 years. But on the 
assumption that that is not the case and that we are only in for 16 years, and we have a 20-year infrastructure 
policy, what will happen if members opposite come back into power and their priorities are different? I am not 
being flippant. Change is quite regular; the electorate is very volatile. One issue that public servants always 
have is having to deal with different governments. Different governments have different priorities. Anyone in 
public service will agree with that. They get along very nicely with their minister, but the day after the election, 
their minister is a has-been, and the new minister is all that matters. 

Hon Sue Ellery: It’s true. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is true. I do not take it personally; that is what happens. When there is a new minister, 
there can be a different set of priorities, particularly if there is an unusual election at the federal level. Imagine the 
public servants in Canberra. They have spent the last three months doing incoming government briefings, and now 
they have to shred them all, because they do not have a new government. We assume in normal circumstances that 
there will be a one or two-term government. In Australia now, one term is becoming not common, but much more 
prevalent than it ever was. One only need ask Campbell Newman, the Victorian government and two federal 
governments—the Rudd and Abbott governments. 

I also found this interesting in the second reading speech — 

Importantly, government agencies, including government trading enterprises, will be required to align 
their strategies, plans and policies with the recommendations of the strategy that are supported by 
government. This will ensure that there is greater alignment and coordination among agencies. This will 
also encourage agencies to focus on achieving whole-of-government objectives. This is another reason 
why the development of the state infrastructure strategy is important and will be the immediate priority 
of Infrastructure WA once it is established. 

Again, this goes back to my earlier comments, but I want to expand on it with the GTEs. There is a plethora of 
different accountability regimes; there are six altogether. Then the GTEs and the various agencies are thrown into 
account. I would love to be a fly on the wall when they are trying to get on. In Aboriginal affairs, for example, there 
is a statutory body called the Aboriginal Affairs Coordinating Committee. The whole point of the Aboriginal Affairs 
Coordinating Committee is to try to develop coordination between government departments. There is no hope of 
that. This is a perfect example of why we have to get this right if we are going to do it. The AACC is a statutory 
authority, so it is non-political. You guys have to have it. I assume it still meets, even though there is no department 
of Aboriginal affairs. The various government departments had their little pool of money for Aboriginal affairs 
and they had to tick their box for Aboriginal affairs, but there was no coordinating body. I insisted that the CEO 
of the Aboriginal affairs department become the chair of the AACC. That caused an almighty—I could say the 
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vernacular—fight. The agencies are very protective of their territory. Lo and behold, the head of the Aboriginal 
affairs department would say, “This would be good if we had more coordination in our departments and we all 
rode in the same direction”, and the Department of Health would say that it was going to spend money in Karratha 
and the Department of Education would say that it was going to spend money somewhere else. Trying to get those 
departments to work in a coordinated fashion just on that one area that is so pivotal to the Western Australian 
community was difficult. If we manifest that 1 000 times, we have Infrastructure WA. Infrastructure WA taking 
a more coordinated approach is really good in theory, but it will take an enormous cultural change in the mindset 
of the GTEs and government departments to come under the gamut of Infrastructure WA. Having an overall global 
outlook has merit, but it will cause serious problems. It will be interesting to see what strategies the government 
has, because acting in a punitive sense does not work. I met with the AACC a couple of times and the defiance 
from some of the CEOs was palpable. They were not going to be told by the Aboriginal affairs department where 
they were going to spend their money or that it might be better for Aboriginal people if they coordinated together 
rather than having a silo approach and doing their own little thing. 

The second reading speech also states — 

Although Infrastructure WA will assess major infrastructure proposals, it is not intended to duplicate the 
already rigorous, independent and transparent Infrastructure Australia process that is required for most 
major infrastructure proposals that have more than $100 million in commonwealth funding. 

Again, the same thing will be suffered but on a more global scale. A perfect example of that, of course, is Roe 8. 
The government in Western Australia has said no to Roe 8 and the federal government has said yes to Roe 8. The 
federal government has that money tucked away for Roe 8, a project that I firmly believe in and think should go 
ahead. What is going to happen to Roe 8? It is a fascinating concept. I think some other members will talk about 
this, but I would like to drill down a little further on that when we get to the committee stage.  

This just reinforces my next quote from the second reading speech — 

In order to perform its functions effectively, Infrastructure WA and state agencies will need to work closely 
together and share information. State agencies will be obliged to cooperate with Infrastructure WA. 
Infrastructure WA will be able to request and use existing information held by agencies, although it will 
be required to protect any information that has been deemed to be confidential or commercially sensitive. 
Infrastructure WA will generally not be able to publish this information unless consent has been provided. 
Other legislation, such as freedom of information laws, will not be affected by these provisions. 

I will just say, to comments I made a moment ago—ditto. That is the same thing I was saying. However, will 
this require any legislative changes to the statutory roles of the government trading entities, in terms of 
information sharing, et cetera? They have their autonomous independent boards and structures, and it would be 
interesting to know that. Government departments are a different ball game, but for the GTEs, I would be 
interested to know. 

Further on, the second reading speech states — 

The bill establishes Infrastructure WA as a statutory authority. Its board will comprise up to 10 members, 
combining the expertise of both the public and private sectors … Board members will be suitably 
qualified and of high standing, and will be expected to demonstrate the highest level of integrity. 

In the bill, this is a little vague. In effect, someone can stay for longer than 10 years, I assume from reading this, 
because they can have a sabbatical for a year and then come back. I assume that is the case, but I will need some 
clarity around that. Ten years is a long time as a board member, but I guess we need that continuity, so I can 
understand it to a degree. Clause 26 states, in part — 

(5) The Premier must ensure that the Board members have, between them, expertise across a broad range 
of infrastructure sectors. 

(6) Before recommending a person who is not a government employee, the Premier must be satisfied 
that the person has appropriate expertise in the areas of infrastructure policy, planning, strategy, 
funding, financing or delivery. 

Those positions are pretty much under the authority of the Premier, but what sorts of checks and balances exist 
there to ensure that we do not get someone who is, quite frankly, for want of a better term, a political hack who 
will do the work of the existing government? I mean that to apply to both sides of politics. Who is to say that we 
will not just stack this board with people we know are on the same ideological wavelength as the government, and 
then, as soon as the government changes, they are booted off. That already happens with boards, but Infrastructure 
WA is different. We are dealing here with the infrastructure methodology of the whole of the state. I would be 
interested in that. I do not think the minister is going to be able to answer this, and I would not be able to answer 
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it if I were in her position. There is simply nothing here. It just seems very subjective in terms of the qualifications 
and expertise of board members, other than that it is up to the jurisdiction or discretion of the Premier. We have 
had situations in the past in which Premiers, and ministers for that matter, have made decisions on board members 
that have been inappropriate, but here the stakes are a little higher. 

I refer now to clause 13, “Preparation and submission to Premier”, which states — 

(1) Infrastructure WA must, from time to time, prepare and submit to the Premier a State Infrastructure 
Strategy. 

(2) Each strategy, other than the first, must be prepared and submitted within 5 years of the previous one 
having been laid before Parliament under section 15. 

(3) The Premier may direct that a strategy be prepared and submitted within a lesser period. 

(4) Prior to submitting a State Infrastructure Strategy to the Premier, Infrastructure WA must make a draft 
of the proposed strategy publicly available, and undertake public consultation on the proposed strategy. 

Clause 15, “Acceptance, tabling and publication”, states — 

(1) If a State Infrastructure Strategy is submitted to the Premier, the Premier must consider the strategy 
and, within 60 days of receipt of it, either accept it or return it to Infrastructure WA for further 
consideration and re-submission to the Premier. 

(2) The Premier cannot return a strategy to Infrastructure WA more than once. 

(3) If the Premier returns a strategy to Infrastructure WA — 

(a) the Premier must provide in writing the Premier’s feedback on the strategy; and 

(b) Infrastructure WA must respond to the feedback, either in the re-submitted strategy or in 
a separate document. 

Clause 16, “Government response” is very, very similar. Clause 16 states — 

(3) The Premier must, within 6 months after the day on which the strategy is laid before Parliament, 
cause the response to be — 

(a) laid before each House of Parliament; and 

(b) made publicly available. 

What will be the consequences if either Infrastructure WA or the Premier do not meet those criteria? At the 
moment, we have requirements for reports—section 18s across the board—that are basically ignored. What will 
happen if the Premier decides not to do any of those things? Clause 18, “State Infrastructure Programmes” is the 
same. Clause 18 states — 

(2) Each State Infrastructure Programme must be made publicly available within 3 months after the day 
on which the State Budget, for the first of the years to which the programme relates, is presented in 
the Legislative Assembly. 

(3) A State Infrastructure Programme must cover a 10-year period and must include — 

(a) an overview of the Government’s proposed significant infrastructure investments for the year to 
which the Budget relates and the years covered by the forward estimates; and 

(b) an overview of Western Australia’s expected significant infrastructure needs and challenges 
over the remaining years and, where relevant, options to address them. 

It gets back to the notion of accountability. The whole point of this bill, as I see it, is to have more accountability 
in terms of where we are going, but the actual accountability is very, very open-ended. Quite frankly, I do not 
think the bill does enough—unless I can be convinced otherwise—to ensure that that accountability does occur. 

With that, the opposition will be supporting this bill. Having said that, we have put a number of questions to the 
minister for which I would like responses in the minister’s second reading reply speech, and then I would like to 
go through specific areas of the bill when we get to the committee stage. Having said that, the opposition will 
support the bill. 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [9.02 pm]: I want to add a few words to my colleague Hon Alison Xamon’s 
speech on the Infrastructure Western Australia Bill 2019. She covered well all the technical detail and the Greens’ 
position on many other issues, but I want to add a few other things and emphasise some of what she said. 
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When we look at this infrastructure strategy, the primary focus we should ensure we keep in mind at all times, and 
that the board is well versed in, is looking forward to the future. We should imagine the future that we want and 
go into this strategy with a very progressive attitude about the future we are aiming for and the future we will have 
to deal with. We are actually doing a bit of crystal ball gazing. We need to look at reports on what climate change 
will do to our state and where our social structures are heading. We need to look at the information that can give 
us some idea of the future we are planning for. I emphasise how important it is that the legislation states that it will 
be a 20-year time line or longer, because when we look at infrastructure, we need to look further into the future. 
As an accountant, I like to say that when we are planning what we are going to spend, we need to look at it as an 
investment in our future. I think it is very important that we keep in mind the future and the effect on our world of 
climate change and other social, environmental and economic factors. 

I would like to emphasise the regional aspect as well. It is very important when we look at infrastructure that we 
make sure it is fair and equitable. That does not mean the same and it does not mean equal; it means the right thing 
for the right people in the right place, and at the same time keeping in mind the aspects of the environment in 
which they are involved. That is why we really need to focus on what will keep people in the regions. We need to 
regenerate our regional areas. We need to make sure that people find it easy, good and prosperous to live in 
those regional areas, because we do not want to become more and more focused on and centralised in the 
metropolitan area. It is very expensive to cater for everyone to live in a close, confined space. We need to make 
sure that our state is well represented across the regions. The best way to do that is to make sure we provide the 
infrastructure that those regions need—not only quality health care but also educational opportunities and 
communication services that are commensurate with and equal to what people can get in metropolitan areas. 
A number of the careers that are going to be part of our future can be done without face-to-face time on a regular 
daily basis. They can be done in regional areas with quality, reliable internet, phone services or whatever 
communications are going to be in 20 or 30 years from now. Those services will need to be good in regional 
areas if we expect people to live there. Individuals living and working out there, in whatever role they play, 
whether it be consulting, working in creative industries or whatever, will need support around them. Other 
community aspects will come to support those people, so it will build up the regional areas. If we can regenerate 
our regional areas by making sure they have fair and equitable access to these infrastructure opportunities, that 
will be a big step in the right direction. 

I have a concern—I have said it a number of times—that Main Roads Western Australia and the people who run 
it have disproportionate pull and power over the way that money is spent in this state. I can understand that, because 
people will vote for roads and they will rarely vote against roads. I can understand that both sides of politics are 
interested in ensuring that they provide roads, because it is the easiest way to make people in regional areas, or 
even in metro areas, appreciate the parties and vote for them. My concern is with the idea that the board will have 
an equal number of government and non-government members. When I think of government and infrastructure, 
I bet there is going to be somebody on the board from Main Roads. I hope that that person has a progressive, future 
view in mind and is not just concerned with how many roads they can build because that is better for their 
department, but that they also consider the purpose of those roads and what other options there are, such as whether 
we can put in place infrastructure that is not focused on just individual transport via roads and freight being always 
on roads. As we are developing this board, I would ask that we keep in mind the other departments, too, and that 
it works with health, education and rail. It is really important that we have our rail needs met for the future. 
That will become easier as our energy costs decrease as we further develop renewable energy sources, and we do 
not have that continuous need for input into creating our energy. I have to say that that will also create jobs. 
The government does not have to go out there and say that it is going to create jobs, because that gets a bit 
misguided. If we create the right atmosphere, industry, infrastructure and transport, the jobs will happen, because 
people will go to those places and do the things that are necessary to keep building and maintaining infrastructure 
and keep it going. 

Health and education are the normal things that we look at all the time, because they are a big part of it. I think we 
are doing quite well. We keep building new schools where they need to be and our hospitals are being upgraded 
and new ones are being built. However, we must also look at our cultural and recreational pursuits. We should not 
invest $1.5 billion in just one facility; we should spread it fairly and equitably, so that other people have access to 
those cultural and recreational opportunities. We need also to look at the distributed renewable electricity supply, 
because that is part of our future. That is what this board will need to think about—that it is planning not for now 
or tomorrow, but for what the world will be like 20, 30, 40 or 50 years from now. That distributed renewable 
energy system is part of our future, so that is what we need to plan for. 

Water supply and distribution will not remain as it is; endless amounts of water will not fall from the sky to fill 
our dams and make sure people can continue to wash their footpaths with water from their hose. Things are 
changing, and we need to adapt to that and plan for a future with lowering rainfall. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 4 June 2019] 

 p3650c-3669a 
Hon Alison Xamon; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Diane Evers; Hon Dr Steve Thomas 

 [16] 

As Hon Peter Collier mentioned, we have tried in the past to get governments to talk to each other and I understand 
they meet with each other. I do not get updates about when they meet and whether they work together. However, 
I hope that was the intention and is happening, but time will tell. 

People need to get away from the silo mentality in which they see themselves as just part of Main Roads, Transport, 
Health or whatever. They want to make sure they maintain their job by making sure that governments continue to 
create infrastructure, materials and jobs to ensure their department grows—that there are more people to look after 
and it grows and grows. We have to get away from the mindset of, “This is my department and that’s what I’m 
working for”, and encourage people in our departments to think holistically and realise that they are part of the 
WA public service, part of the WA government or part of whatever aspect of WA they are looking at. They should 
not look only at their area but expand their view outside that and look holistically to the future and work together 
to see how they overlap. There are excellent examples of how this works. In Albany, a health campus is being built 
beside one of the high schools so some of the kids can be streamed through their high school years into the health 
professions. The TAFE also is nearby and it works really well. That is on a small scale. Sometimes these things 
will happen on a small scale and sometimes we will have to develop that more. However, the idea is to always 
think holistically. If that goes into the Infrastructure WA board’s terms of reference or whatever we want to call 
it, that is the highlight or the end point.  

We are trying to get to what we will look like holistically 40 years from now. They can dream big. But that is 
the plan. It does not mean we have to keep doing what we have done in the past because “everything is okay 
for me now, so I will leave it as it was”. That is old thinking that we have to leave behind us. We need to look 
forward and guide the state to a good future in which people choose to live in WA. They can live anywhere in the 
world, but they choose to live in WA because it is run so well. That is what I dream of and what I hope 
Infrastructure Western Australia can lead us to. 

We need to make sure that when we are operating in a holistic manner, we do simple things such as link transport 
to residential, commercial and industrial development, so that we can work in a circular economy. Within those 
systems, therefore, the waste of one area can become the resource of another. We can then keep re-using and 
recycling all the elements and materials in our community rather than shipping them off somewhere. We have to 
get away from creating and buying new and, when they are no good, putting them in the tip, from where they blow 
into the ocean and pollute that along with everything else. We have to get away from the single-use disposal 
mentality that we can do whatever we want, because, as science is telling us, the world cannot absorb our rubbish 
any longer. It cannot absorb our CO2 emissions. The world is changing and we are causing it, but we can change 
that back. We can regenerate not only our landscape and our oceans but also our communities. We can start that 
here. All I ask is that we act in the long-term interest.  

The past is an example of why collaboration in government is so important. It would be so much better if we could 
collaborate rather than have our current adversarial system, in which we seem to always fight each other on 
a number of issues, although not always. I can see that collaboration is happening, but on something such as 
infrastructure across the state, we really need to work towards collaboration. That is why, as Hon Peter Collier 
pointed out, I really hope that this board is not driven idealistically on party political lines. Speaking from my own 
preferred choice, it should be idealistically driven on creating the best future for Western Australia. If we can work 
collaboratively in this chamber to ensure that that process happens, the Infrastructure Western Australia board and 
system will pay off enormously. 

Another thing we can do if we plan ahead and have a 20-year strategy rather than an election-term strategy is 
understand and recognise that the world out there is a big economy that we do not have much influence over. 
We are a receiver of that. Anyone who has lived in Western Australia for more than a decade or two—and possibly 
many people from outside Western Australia—knows that it is a boom-and-bust economy. It has been going up 
and down for more than a century, and that is just how it operates. If we know that, we know that it is likely to 
happen again in the future. We need to plan to use those boom-and-bust cycles so that our infrastructure plan can 
be ready to go when we see the next boom begin to fall. We know that when it gets close to the bottom, we need 
to start putting in some construction projects on a major scale to avoid the next slump and trough. I hope that 
through this strategy, we will be able to balance that in, rather than building at the top of the boom, when everyone 
else is looking to build and when finding employees is much more expensive so we have to get people in from 
outside. In that situation, whole projects end up costing more than originally thought. We should instead plan 
ahead and say, “Wait a second. When that’s happening, that’s when we put some of the money aside so that when 
the slump comes we are prepared for it.” We know the slump will come. It would be lovely to think that we could 
ride every boom forever, but as any surfer knows, the waves do not go on forever. We have to prepare and be 
ready so that when the economy is starting to slump, we can put our plan in place and start investing and really 
look to making this state the best it can be. But to do that, we definitely have to look well into the future, and we 
have to make sure that we maintain and regenerate our environment and our forests so that our environment has 
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the best opportunity to be there for centuries to come, to provide us with clean air, store our carbon, absorb some 
of the mess that we make and keep it going. 

I want to see Infrastructure Western Australia go ahead, but to go ahead with a plan for the future—a plan to make 
this the most wonderful state that it can be and to regenerate our environment, our soil, our communities, our 
oceans and our people so that we feel proud to be here, living in a place to which people want to come and where 
we know that our government is working in the best interests of this state as a whole. 

HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West) [9.18 pm]: I was happy for the Leader of the National Party to have 
first crack, given that a Liberal has already spoken, but I did not like the thought that nobody would stand up and 
we might miss the opportunity! 

The Leader of the Opposition has said that the Liberal Party will support the Infrastructure Western Australia 
Bill 2019, but I will just say that this is one of those pieces of legislation that is a bit like The Emperor’s New 
Clothes. What we are being presented with is not necessarily the be-all and end-all that it is purported to be. We 
come down to a couple of choices. I might just start with a few sentences from the second reading speech, because 
I thought this was a monumental comment to make. The second reading speech states — 

Therefore, the government’s decision-making on infrastructure should be based on robust and evidence-
based planning and not on short-term political gains. Quality infrastructure planning and decision-making 
based on sound analysis should not be left solely to politics; indeed, it should be something that every 
member of this place, regardless of their political persuasion, should get behind. 

It is clear that infrastructure decision-making in this state has at times been based on inadequate planning 
or information, resulting in poor outcomes and costly project delays or cancellations. Infrastructure 
investment has long been held hostage to political cycles. That reduces certainty and undermines the 
confidence of stakeholders, which ultimately impacts on investment in this state. We need to ensure that 
taxpayers’ money is invested wisely to maximise the value and return of our infrastructure program. 

If that is not an admission of what most people like to believe of Parliaments, governments and politicians—that 
we are all failures—I am not sure what is. I am not sure that we should be reflecting that such a great failure is the 
constant outcome of governance in Western Australia. In particular, I am not convinced that adding additional 
bureaucracy to the system is the solution. That is what is being proposed here, and I will go to that in a little bit 
more detail. 

I have been called to rise because of the comments that I have been listening to of the joy of an additional bureaucratic 
process being attached to infrastructure development in Western Australia and the hope that it will be above and 
beyond politics. In the first instance, I will say that governments are elected to govern—or I thought they were—and 
that people hold government responsible for the delivery of service as a component of that. Maybe that has partly 
fallen down. Maybe democracy has got to the point of simply being a popularity poll. Maybe the average voter in 
Australia is no longer capable of assessing whether government policy and government service delivery is adequate. 
Maybe that is the standard we have got to, but I think that the result of the recent federal election possibly reflects 
the opposite. I think it reflects that the people of Australia looked at service delivery, infrastructure delivery and 
the capacity to run a stable government and made a decision on that basis. I suspect that was the reason for the 
outcome. Maybe we are underestimating the voters of Western Australia when we suggest that we have to remove 
politics from the delivery of infrastructure, that politics is the great evil, and bureaucracy is the great good. 
I wonder whether that is the best outcome we can deliver. This might be a bit of a Trojan Horse, but will it be 
a Trojan Horse that delivers? The real question for the house is: for whom will it deliver? 
As I said, I have already heard some contributions suggesting that additional bureaucracy will dramatically change 
the thought processes behind infrastructure delivery in Western Australia. I am drawn to the explanatory 
memorandum and the bill itself. The explanatory memorandum begins — 

The purpose of this Bill is to establish Infrastructure Western Australia as a statutory authority that will 
provide advice and assistance to the Premier and the Government on matters relating to infrastructure, 
including Western Australia’s infrastructure needs and priorities. 

I guess that is a worthy cause, but it does not say that Infrastructure Western Australia will be a separate and 
powerful bureaucratic body that will control how infrastructure is delivered. According to the explanatory 
memorandum, this body is designed to provide advice to the Premier and the government on what they should do. 
Two things immediately sprang to mind when I read that. The first is that it will not be an independent body 
delivering infrastructure despite a government being turned over. The second is that it is directly related to 
government; therefore, it has to be responsive to government policy. I will talk about that a bit more in a minute. 
This is not, as has been suggested, an independent process that is removed from government, and it cannot be. 
In my view, we cannot remove the parliamentary and government process from the delivery of infrastructure. After 
all, honourable members, we are a state Parliament. The party that wins the majority of members in the other 
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place—that place that shall not be named—forms the state government. What is the primary role of a state 
government if not to deliver infrastructure? Surely, government delivers services on the one hand, and billions of 
dollars’ worth of infrastructure on the other. 
The second reading speech indicates that governments have traditionally done that very poorly, I presume for 
a very long time. I agree that there has been the occasional project that has not gone as well as planned. In case 
there is any suggestion from the government that when things go wrong, it is purely on the conservative side of 
politics, I refer to the Hansard from when I was in that other place that shall not be named. I had a discussion with 
a minister who was then in the other place, and is now the Minister for Regional Development in this place, about 
the construction of the Mandurah rail line. That particular project came in well over time and well over budget. 
This is not a slight on the minister, because she did deliver that project. All sorts of factors had to be considered at 
that time—the state was in the middle of a mining boom, and construction was at a priority. I rather cheekily asked 
the minister in that other place whether she had ever delivered a project on time and on budget. As members might 
think, that prompted a fairly fierce response, because, the next day, in response to a dorothy dixer, the minister 
read a list of projects that in her belief were delivered on time and on budget. The reality is that that minister did 
not do a bad job in delivering those projects. In fact, I am more concerned about the ability of the current 
Minister for Transport to deliver the Forrestfield–Airport Link. We might need to have a ministerial reshuffle and 
put the Minister for Regional Development into the transport portfolio and in charge of that project. 
The reality is that projects come in over time and over budget for many reasons. However, to suggest that 
removing government from the decision-making process is either desirable or part of the bill before the house 
tonight is a nonsense that should not be contemplated. It cannot be done in that way. Government needs to take 
responsibility for the things it does and the projects it intends to deliver. It is only those who will never be in 
government, from either side, who believe that removing government from the process is a good thing. The 
reality is that if we are never the person who has to make the decision, we obviously want the decision to be as 
removed from government and from politics as possible. However, that is not the reality. That particular 
emperor is unclothed. If the role of government is not to deliver services and infrastructure, why have 
a government? That is part of the process. There is a great line in Yes, Prime Minister when the Prime Minister 
says to his adviser that he wants to do something about education. The adviser responds, “If you want to do 
something about education, you’ve got to be seen to be doing something”, and the Prime Minister says, “I want 
to be seen to be doing something, obviously, because I can’t actually do anything.” There is a little of that in 
the Infrastructure Western Australia Bill before the house. We want to be seen to be depoliticising the delivery 
of infrastructure in Western Australia, but we cannot really remove government from that decision-making 
process. In the end, government will fund it and drive it. Although it is good to get high-level advice, are we 
suggesting in this debate that the advice that governments of both sides have received from their public servants 
over the previous decades has been manifestly and grossly inadequate? Effectively, that is the suggestion before 
the house tonight. In some circumstances that may be true, and maybe we should be concentrating on holding 
people to account for their advice. I have said in this chamber before that those Treasury officials who said that 
the price of iron ore would stay at over $US120 a tonne long term should be sacked and held to account for that 
advice. Maybe we need to hold people to account for the advice that they give. Instead, we will largely pretend 
to have independence of government in a completely government-controlled system. To some degree, we 
will be doing that with a sleight of hand. I am not planning to vote against the bill because I think it is the 
government’s sleight of hand and it will ultimately be forced to pull the ace out at the end of it or show the 
Western Australian public the card it has chosen. It is up to the government to do that. I think we need to be 
very careful about suggesting that Infrastructure Western Australia will be a fiercely independent body along 
the lines of, say, an EPA, which gives advice outside of the realms of politics. It is quite plain within the bill. 
Clause 8, “Functions”, states — 

(1) Infrastructure WA’s functions are —  
(a) to prepare and submit to the Premier State Infrastructure Strategies … 

It will come up with suggestions. They may be very good suggestions but they are much like the public service 
delivers suggestions now. It continues — 

(b) to assess and report to the Premier … 
(c) to provide advice and assistance … 
(d) to provide advice … 
(e) to review and report … 
(f) under the direction of the Premier, to coordinate the provision of information … 
(g) to monitor and report on process … 
(h) to provide advice to the Premier … 
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(i) to review and report to the Premier … 
(j) to promote public awareness … 
(k) to perform the other functions conferred on Infrastructure WA under this Act; 
(l) to perform, at the request of the Premier, any other function relating to infrastructure. 

That does not say to me that this is a fiercely independent body that will be looking at climate change into the 
future or taking a position on public transport versus private transport or road versus rail. Of course it is not, 
because if it did that, it would undermine the functioning of government. It would be a government within 
a government and it just would not work. Although there is a great deal of enthusiasm for a new, independent 
bureaucracy and a new government within a government, that is not what the bill before the house presents. I love 
this bit. Subclause (2) states — 

When performing its functions, Infrastructure WA must consider the following — 
(a) current relevant Government strategies, plans, priorities and forecasts, … 

The first thing Infrastructure Western Australia will have to consider is the policies of the government. That is its 
first cab off the rank. Again, to suggest that this is a completely independent body and the solution to all the 
problems is dressing it up in a way that is not real. 
Just before we think that it is simply us that does this, there are a few examples of this inaction. The first one that 
springs to mind is Westport. There has been a government review of infrastructure around the major ports of 
Fremantle, Kwinana and Bunbury and the infrastructure that leads to them. I have been to some Westport 
presentations and the chair presents very well. At one meeting I attended in Bunbury, the chair said that they are 
very much focused on the infrastructure leading to the ports as much as the ports themselves. Somebody at that 
meeting asked whether that included the Perth Freight Link and Roe 8 extension, because how could the 
infrastructure leading into the Fremantle port be examined without at least considering that? Do members know 
what the answer was? It was, “No. That’s not government policy.” Westport is classically an infrastructure review 
by a bureaucratic system. Although it looks at the things that government tells it to look at, it ultimately and 
primarily is responsive to government policy; otherwise, it cannot exist and it cannot function, and that is not at 
just a state level. Members might remember that the Roe 8 extension of the Perth Freight Link project was removed 
from Infrastructure Australia’s priority list a year ago. In 2018 that project was on Infrastructure Australia’s 
priority list. Infrastructure Australia has a very similar piece of legislation whereby the federal emperor also has 
no clothes. Federally, it is being sold as an independent body. The Leader of the Opposition referenced Utopia, 
which like Yes Minister, Yes, Prime Minister and The Hollowmen is absolutely — 
Hon Sue Ellery: In about five minutes, will you seek leave to continue your remarks at a later stage so we can 
deal with the uniform legislation committee? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I will try to finish in that time; and, if not, I will seek leave to continue my remarks. 
Infrastructure Australia is a body very much like Infrastructure Western Australia. It was set up to take the politics 
out of infrastructure delivery, but it immediately responded to the politics around the Perth Freight Link and Roe 8 
and that project was removed from its priority list. If this is to be a truly independent process, either it should never 
have gone in there or it should never have come out. It should never, therefore, have been a political decision. 
If members want a better example of how intractable politics is and of how we are unable to remove politics from 
the process, look at the procedures of Infrastructure Australia in the Westport investigation. Members understand 
that it is a nonsense to remove politics from the process. Ultimately, it is the government that has to pay for projects. 
It is the government that has to balance the budget. It is government that takes responsibility for delivering these 
major projects either well or not so well. 

I have a belief that both sides of politics—the Labor Party and the Liberal and National Parties—have good 
intentions when delivering major infrastructure. Occasionally, it does not work. But, generally speaking, my view 
is that it is pretty hard for politicians to have gold-plated roads built to their driveways. It is perhaps not impossible, 
because I reference the example of the son of Sir Joh Bjelke-Petersen who had a lovely highway to the edge of his 
rural property in western Queensland. It was not impossible, but perhaps it is impossible in today’s era of 
significantly reviewing what we do. But it is very difficult for governments of either ilk to become corrupt in the 
process. It is easy for us to disagree on priorities. It is easy for us to have different priorities, particularly with 
major infrastructure projects. That is a good and healthy thing. We are supposed to do that. We are supposed to 
disagree with you guys on what we think the major priorities are. We put forward priorities and then the people 
choose one side or the other to instigate them. It is a funny system. It is not the best system in the world. Was it 
Churchill who said that democracy is the worst political system in the world; it is just better than all the rest?  The 
system we have in place is democracy and representative government, and the government makes decisions to 
deliver infrastructure. 
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Hon Alison Xamon interjected. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I feel for the Greens, who will never be on the treasury bench to deliver infrastructure; 
I feel for them. It is unfortunate for the Greens, because they never get to make those decisions. 

Hon Alison Xamon interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am sorry, Mr Acting President. It is unfortunate that those who will never occupy 
the treasury bench will never get that choice, and I understand that. Those decisions will be made by governments. 
In the end, in this new system, people will be appointed based on the indications of the government, and that is 
why even though I am not opposed to the bill—I will support it—I think we need to be very cautious about what 
we are putting forward, rather than selling it for what it is not. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Pierre Yang. 
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