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INFRASTRUCTURE WESTERN AUSTRALIA BILL 2019 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 20 March. 

MR D.T. PUNCH (Bunbury) [11.55 am]: I rise in the third episode of my series of contributions to this discussion 
of the Infrastructure Western Australia Bill 2019. Members will recall that when I was last speaking, I was 
comparing some of the decision-making that had previously occurred in infrastructure development with the kinds 
of things we saw on the ABC show Utopia, and I outlined that this bill is really designed to bring strategic thinking, 
rationality and a forward view to infrastructure planning in Western Australia. I left off on the discussion about 
not considering infrastructure projects as singular projects, but looking at them in the context of an infrastructure 
strategy. 

I was really interested to hear the contribution of the member for Bateman earlier today, in the discussion on the 
Ord–East Kimberley project, and the notion of understanding the complete chain associated with the economics of 
a piece of infrastructure and its contribution to the supply chain as a whole. I think that is very important. He talked 
about the runway at the Kununurra airport as being an opportunity for air freight for products out of the Ord. I also 
discussed in my second round of this discussion the opportunities presented by Kemerton and Picton road and rail 
infrastructure and the port, and about not considering pieces of infrastructure singularly and without a strategy. 

I was equally interested to hear the contribution of the member for North West Central on the Ord–East Kimberley 
project. The member for North West Central called on us to respect the vision, regardless of the cost—I think that 
is probably the best way of describing it. The notion was that sometimes business cases can get in the way of 
achieving an outcome. I think business cases actually provide discipline and an approach to understanding exactly 
where we are heading with regard to an outcome. That is why I am so pleased with this bill, as we are not relying 
just on the notion that this is a great idea and that we should get behind it, put some money in, see where it takes 
us and, if need be, top it up down the track. I am very grateful that we will move away from those sorts of concepts. 

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

The final comment I would like to make on this bill is that, in my view, it will build a seamless strategy for how 
we engage with Infrastructure Australia. It will ensure that the material put together by the state will have 
a rationale that fits in a very integrated way with the thinking of Infrastructure Australia, which will position us to 
more effectively take advantage of what the commonwealth contribution can be. It is certainly a much easier 
pathway if we have a clear justification and outline of the outcomes, benefits and risks, and a consideration of 
alternative options. Putting that on the table in a considered way through Infrastructure Australia and into the 
commonwealth debate, Western Australia will have a far better opportunity for competing effectively with our 
eastern states’ colleagues in terms of getting a share of the federal pie. I am not going to add any more to my 
contribution, other than to say that I think this is a really important bill. I commend the bill to the house and, 
considering the contribution I heard from the member for Bateman, I will be very interested to hear about the 
opposition’s support for this bill.  

MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands) [11.59 am]: Premier McGowan himself put out a media release on 
Tuesday, 6 February 2018 titled “Infrastructure WA will grow the economy, generate jobs and support 
communities”. We have seen these headlines before, yet we have the highest unemployment rate in 17 years. 

Ms R. Saffioti: No, I think you’re wrong there. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The minister is bouncing along the bottom. She just needs to get off the bottom. Earlier 
this year, it was the highest unemployment rate in 17 years for Western Australia.  

Ms R. Saffioti: You’ve got to keep up to date with the numbers, member! 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The minister keeps bouncing along the bottom. 

The Infrastructure Western Australia Bill 2019 is about Infrastructure WA and planning. The media release has 
some good information in it. It says the bill will, “improve long-term planning and decision-making” and is 
“Focused on ensuring investment is made in the right projects, at the right time.” It states that the “IWA will be an 
independent board tasked with providing government expert advice”. The media release also mentions, 
“Developing a 20-year strategy for infrastructure and industry investment” and “Applying more rigour and 
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transparency.” We support the principles of all that. We think that sounds fine. That is why, as an opposition, we 
do not intend to try to prevent this bill from passing through this chamber. We support the principles of what is 
going on here and we support them because we know that is what industry wants. What industry wants in 
Western Australia—what big business, small-business contractors and subcontractors want—is certainty over 
government projects. They want to know that, when a government embarks on a piece of infrastructure and they 
set in place all the contracts and subcontracts to get that work done, it will be backed by government and that the 
project will be built through to fruition and for the benefit of Western Australia. We know that industry supports 
the intent of this Infrastructure Western Australia Bill 2019, which is why we will support it.  

What I am going to focus on today, however, is how this government is going to enact this legislation once it is 
passed. How can we trust that Premier McGowan is going to do the right thing by the people of Western Australia 
regarding how Infrastructure WA goes about making recommendations to him and how he goes about taking the 
advice of Infrastructure WA to set his infrastructure agenda for—according to this, as we know—the next 
20 years? On one hand Infrastructure WA is a good idea and we support it, but on the other hand we are going to 
heavily scrutinise how we believe Premier McGowan and his cabinet will execute the legislation. Could it be just 
another example of smoke and mirrors by this Premier? We saw smoke and mirrors with his Western Australian 
Jobs Bill 2017. When we pulled it apart, it stood for very little job creation ability at all. It was just a media release 
to appease the political needs at the time. Is this going to be another smoke and mirrors piece of legislation in how 
it is going to be utilised by the government?  

I will refer to the explanatory memorandum that the Premier put out. On page 1 under the heading, 
“State Infrastructure Strategy” it states — 

The Bill states that Infrastructure WA is responsible for preparing a State Infrastructure Strategy 
(the Strategy) which addresses a minimum timeframe of 20 years.  

As I said in my opening comments, many people in the community will rejoice in the prospect of the reins of 
infrastructure planning being taken off the Premier and given to this independent, statutory body to be able to 
plan infrastructure for the people of Western Australia for 20 years. They will think this is fantastic, saying, 
“We’re tired of politicians ruining projects that we need in our communities. We want a separate statutory body 
to tell us what we need and when we need it, and make the government go and do it.” That is what people in 
the community probably think when they read that on page 1. However, if we go to page 5 of the explanatory 
memorandum and look under the heading for clause 8, there are a number of interesting points that show quite 
the opposite. I quote — 

Clause 8 provides that Infrastructure WA has a number of functions. It is intended that Infrastructure WA 
will provide expert advice and assistance to Government on infrastructure matters through: 

It then lists a whole pile of things in paragraphs (a) through to (l). I will focus on some of them. I quote — 

(a) preparing and submitting State Infrastructure Strategies to the Premier; 

(b) assessing and reporting to the Premier on major infrastructure proposals; 

… 

(e) reviewing and reporting to the Premier on infrastructure proposals prior to their submission to 
Infrastructure Australia … 

(f) coordinating the provision of information and submissions to Infrastructure Australia (under the 
direction of the Premier) … 

… 

(h) providing advice to the Premier on infrastructure priorities, funding and financing … 

(i) reviewing and reporting to the Premier on completed infrastructure projects; 

(j) promoting public awareness on matters relating to infrastructure; 

… 

(l)  performing any other function relating to infrastructure at the request of the Premier. 

I will look at paragraphs (j) and (l). Paragraph (j) is about promoting public awareness; I think other words for that 
are public relations.  

Mr W.R. Marmion: The advertising budget.  

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Advertising; that is interesting. If we join that to paragraph (l) “performing any other 
function relating to infrastructure at the request of the Premier” then clause 8 gives the Premier the capacity to use 
his power to spin whatever he likes through Infrastructure WA to the people of Western Australia. Going from 
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page 1 to page 5 of the explanatory memorandum shows a marked difference. In essence, the Premier has created 
an agency that is centred on himself. He put out a media release in 2018, which industry and business out there 
would have thought was fantastic. I wonder whether he will put out a media release that tells them, in actual fact, 
that the Premier is still in charge of the PR spin and he is still in charge of telling them what they can and cannot 
do. I am not sure whether industry out there, which asked the Premier to support this legislation and make it one 
of his priorities, knows how it has been put together. I would be interested to get their feedback on it because 
I know they want a proper Infrastructure WA. 

It is hard to view the Premier in the context of infamous leaders around the world—there are many—but we are 
seeing signs through this legislation that there may be the germination of a bit of a megalomaniac in the making, 
centring all power on himself to try to make sure that he can be the tsar of Infrastructure WA and that he can 
determine and decide when and where projects will happen over a 20 year time span. That is not what this bill 
purports to say it will do, giving that power to an independent statutory body. 

The explanatory memorandum states that clause 3 defines infrastructure. This definition of infrastructure is 
interesting in itself. It is very broad. I will read it — 

This term is intended to include a very broad definition of infrastructure and … is intended to have, 
economic, social or environmental value. The types of infrastructure that this definition intends to capture 
includes, but is not limited to, infrastructure that relates to the following purposes: 

I will read them, because this is fascinating. It continues — 

• transport (including public transport, rail, roads, freight, active transport and gateways such as 
airports and seaports); 

That makes sense. It continues — 

• cultural, recreational and tourism; 

Now we are starting to get a bit broad and that is only the second bullet point. It continues — 

• education and training; 

• water, wastewater and drainage; 

• solid waste management; 

• energy; 

• justice, corrections and emergency services; 

• health and human services (including housing); 

• information, technology and communications; and 

• environmental infrastructure. 

Most people, when they are thinking of big infrastructure projects, are not thinking that it is everything in 
government—the whole of government. As you can see, it is all in here. The Premier has centralised all the 
infrastructure decision-making of all government departments onto himself. That is what he has done. That is what 
this bill has done. 

Dr D.J. Honey: Get rid of ministers. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Yes. If members refer to page 10 of the explanatory memorandum, they will see that 
the heading for clause 19 is — 

Infrastructure WA to assess major infrastructure proposals prior to investment decision 
The heading looks good and the clause looks good, but what does it say? It states that it requires — 

the …‘major infrastructure proposal’ detailed in clause 3 to be the subject of an assessment by 
Infrastructure WA. This includes all proposals seeking funding from the Government or a State agency. 
It also includes any proposal of a State agency (e.g. a public private partnership) … 

Now everybody is answering to this agency. It goes on to state — 
… this clause is also to pick up ‘joint proposals’ … where a State agency enters into an arrangement with 
a non-State Government entity for the provision of infrastructure or related services … 

That is interesting. It then talks about contracts and states — 
… an investment decision must not be made by the Government or any Minister or State agency prior to 
Infrastructure WA’s report on the proposal being received by the Premier … 
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Members can see where this is headed. It later states — 
This clause applies even if another law allows an investment decision to be made without Infrastructure 
WA’s assessment … 

By virtue of somebody else who is supposed to be independent, but not anymore, it has all come down to 
Infrastructure WA under this clause. It goes on to say — 

… this clause also provides the ability for Infrastructure WA to exempt a proposal from assessment, with 
the ability to prescribe the circumstances in which an exemption may be given and any conditions to be 
imposed, in regulations. 

This is fascinating! Essentially, Infrastructure WA can assess a proposal prior to a government decision, but 
clause 9 provides that Infrastructure WA, with the approval of the Premier, has the ability to make publicly 
available the advice it has prepared. That is somewhat veiled transparency because it has to have the approval of 
the Premier to make that advice publicly available. How will this centralisation of power and the capacity for the 
Premier to make a decision on transparency himself with regard to infrastructure in Western Australia be a better 
outcome for all the businesses and industries that want transparency and clarity and to know what the priorities 
are, if it is all being centralised through the Premier with him deciding what does and does not get released publicly? 
An additional concern is the removal, as the member for Cottesloe who interjected on me earlier said, of authority 
and responsibility for infrastructure planning from ministers of the Crown. Why have a transport minister or 
a planning minister? What is the point if Infrastructure WA will answer directly to the Premier and the Premier 
decides what the priorities are and how that will be communicated under one of the clauses according to this 
explanatory memorandum? It is quite remarkable. In effect, Premier McGowan is allowing himself to make 
decisions in what is colloquially known as the kitchen cabinet. That is what this is and that is what he is doing. 
He has created his own kitchen cabinet. Infrastructure WA reports to him and he tasks IWA—they all do it 
together. There is no need for a proper cabinet or proper ministerial scrutiny because he can do it all by himself! 
Some members may recall that the last time we saw this type of train wreck was in the era of “K-Rudd” when he 
had his own little kitchen cabinet. He got rid of all proper cabinet processes. He did it all himself and away he 
went. How did it work out for that failed “K-Rudd” experiment? We know it was a disaster for Labor because all 
the power was centralised around the Prime Minister. The minute we start centralising power around a Premier 
and create a statutory body, giving the Premier the ability to decide how it can or cannot report to him and release 
information, we run a really serious risk of not allowing the bill to do what it is supposed to do. Under this 
legislation, the Premier can now use his kitchen cabinet, with the statutory body—Infrastructure WA—reporting 
to him, to unilaterally decide on all infrastructure requirements for Western Australia.  
Under Clause 13, which is titled “Preparation and submission to Premier”, members can see that the preparation 
of the state infrastructure strategy is a key function of Infrastructure WA. The explanatory memorandum states — 

Infrastructure WA to prepare and submit a State Infrastructure Strategy every five years (from when the 
previous strategy was tabled in Parliament), or within a lesser timeframe that the Premier requests. 

Again, the Premier is deciding the time frame. The Premier’s options and tools for shaping his desired outcomes 
are further outlined in clauses 15 to 17. The explanatory memorandum states — 

Clause 15 sets out the timeframes for the Premier’s consideration, acceptance, tabling and publication of 
the … Strategy … 
The clause clarifies that the Premier cannot return a strategy back … more than once … 

The clause then requires that the Premier clearly state in writing the reasons for returning the strategy back to 
Infrastructure WA and that the Premier table the strategy before each house of Parliament within 28 days. 
[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The memorandum goes on to state — 
Clause 17 allows for Infrastructure WA to amend the Strategy, which could occur, for example, on 
Infrastructure WA’s own initiative or at the request of the Premier. 

There is a lot more in the explanatory memorandum, but if members go to clause 49, “Appointment of CEO”, we 
read that the Premier can veto the board’s recommendation and recommend to cabinet what is essentially his captain’s 
pick—it does not state that, those are my words. The Premier will be able to go against the board’s recommendation 
and put his own CEO, who now reports to him, into this independent statutory body. Just how independent will 
this statutory body be? I turn the minds of members back to 2015. In 2015, Infrastructure Australia provided its 
assessment of an infrastructure project here in WA called the Perth Freight Link—do members remember that 
one? I want members to consider what would happen if the 2014–15 Infrastructure Australia assessment brief was 
presented under this legislation by Infrastructure WA, for example, to the Premier. This new independent 
Infrastructure WA body would present this assessment to Premier McGowan. Let us have a look at how that would 
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play out. Let us pretend that the 2014–15 assessment brief is the assessment brief presented to the Premier. First 
of all, the brief gives a summary on the project objectives, the problems it seeks to address and the project solution. 
The brief says up-front — 

The Perth Freight Link project seeks to remove the ‘missing link’ to Fremantle Port by the provision of 
a high standard road freight link which includes the extension of Roe Highway … 

It goes on and says things like it will facilitate the transport of freight, improve road safety, segregate freight and 
passenger vehicles movements, enhance state productivity and improve the return on investment for government 
through better infrastructure utilisation, and on it goes. It tells us a fair bit about that. If members go into the 
assessment brief a bit further, they will see that under the title “Strategic alignment summary” it states — 

The project aligns with Infrastructure Australia’s strategic priorities to ‘increase productivity’, 
‘expand productive capacity’ and ‘build on Australia’s global competitive advantages’ through 
delivering a more efficient freight network. 

It goes on to state — 
Alignment with State Strategic Priorities: 
The Business Case outlines strong links between the Perth Freight Link Project and State priorities … 

It refers to the “State Planning Strategy 2050” and metropolitan region scheme, “Directions 2031 and Beyond”. 
It goes on to list a pile of them. It has assessed all those projects against it. It then provides a solutions assessments 
summary to the Premier. It states, for example — 

The preferred option was selected from 12 shortlisted options. All 12 shortlisted options were assessed 
against selection criteria and assigned an achievability rating. Based on this qualitative assessment, the 
preferred option was selected from a list of 4 high rated options. 

It continues — 
… proposed solution is preferable … it generates a net benefit of $2.4 billion … 

That is all in there. It then gives its overall assessment — 
Infrastructure Australia considers that the proponent has provided good evidence that access to port 
gateways in Perth is a nationally significant problem. In addition, Infrastructure Australia has a high level 
of confidence that the proposed solution will deliver net economic benefits. 

If the Premier received that from Infrastructure Western Australia under this legislation that he has brought to 
Parliament, how would he respond to that assessment by that new independent statutory body? Under this bill, he 
has options. Would he, firstly, have ever permitted Infrastructure WA under clause 13 to include the Perth Freight 
Link in its state infrastructure strategy to be submitted to himself? Given his track record on the Perth Freight Link, 
members can draw their own conclusion. 
Dr D.J. Honey: It might be a late night call. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: It is highly likely that he would not. If it did get through to him, would he, secondly, 
invoke clause 15 and return the strategy to Infrastructure WA for a rethink? Just in case it slipped through, he has 
clause 15 to give it back to him and say, “Hang on a second, you might want to have another look at this. This 
doesn’t align with my political goals.” Thirdly, following a clause 16 government response, would he allow 
Infrastructure WA to amend the strategy in accordance with clause 17, which allows the Premier to request the 
changes and remove the Perth Freight Link from the state infrastructure strategy? I think that is probably what he 
would do, if it ever got to that, because, as I said earlier, in clause 13 he can well and truly sort that out. 
Although industry is supportive of Infrastructure WA and we are supportive of the intent of having an 
Infrastructure WA, we will scrutinise carefully how the government will use this legislation, how it has been 
written, how it has been formed, and whether we think there is too much risk in how the government has put 
together this legislation by centralising it all around itself. The key role for us as the opposition in holding the 
government to account on how it governs Western Australia is to make sure that we represent the people of 
Western Australia insofar as what this bill will mean for them. That is what our job is. We will make sure that we 
look at it through the prism of what this means to the people of WA. In short, it appears that they get a Premier’s 
office–engineered statutory body that can dictate terms to government departments and their ministers while being 
centrally directed and/or shaped by the Premier of the day. As I have alluded to in my speech, that in itself presents 
risk. Running a kitchen cabinet is not the way to govern a state. It means that the community’s economic and 
infrastructure priorities may well acquiesce to the political imperative of the Premier and his government of the day. 

I hope members all take some time to look very carefully at those clauses, particularly those in the explanatory 
memorandum, because I think they give more away than the Premier would have liked insofar as his scope for 
moulding, shaping, changing, amending and dictating terms to what is supposed to be a statutory body, which is 
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supposed to support the people of Western Australia, particularly in industry and business, which want some 
assurances about how projects will be planned for and how contracts will be set up. We know that this government 
has form with regard to how it managed Perth Freight Link. We know that the government has form with regard 
to wanting to centralise all its power and authority around the Premier. He wants to be the good news Premier. If 
it is an infrastructure bad news story through this legislation, he has the capacity to push it out to Infrastructure WA 
and say that it is its fault, and he can control the media message attached to it, as is outlined in clause 8 under 
“Functions”. We know that if he wants it to be a good news story, he can shape that through his kitchen cabinet so 
that it is all his messaging that goes out; that it is his ownership of the actual project plan and he can grab as much 
political gain from that as he likes, because that is also part of this new organisation’s functions under this bill. 
I ask that members look at it very carefully and that they take an active interest during the consideration in detail 
stage and go through each clause in this bill very carefully and think about some of the historical context of how 
poorly this government has managed infrastructure in Western Australia. When the Premier is at the table during 
the consideration in detail stage, we must ask him those key questions and get the answers that we need to hear. 

MS M.J. DAVIES (Central Wheatbelt — Leader of the Nationals WA) [12.26 pm]: I rise on behalf of 
Nationals WA to contribute to debate on the Infrastructure Western Australia Bill. We will support the legislation, 
but like members of the opposition who have raised their concerns, we too have some concerns that we will air 
during this stage and also when we get to the consideration in detail stage. They are along the same lines as the 
concerns that have just been articulated and expressed by previous speakers as well. 

Nobody denies that there is merit in the intent of having a coordinating body for infrastructure over the longer 
term. I would not go anywhere in the state and not have businesses, stakeholders and local governments 
communicate to me that they would like to better understand what the upcoming work and priorities of any given 
government is. It creates better opportunity for them to align some of their strategies, but also to work on those 
areas that will not be covered or prioritised by the government of the day. In fact, local governments and businesses 
in regional Western Australia accept that there is less opportunity now to partner with government in some areas, 
and they are simply getting on with the job because they can see that they are not the priority for the moment. 

We see that other jurisdictions have already introduced these independent statutory bodies to provide governance 
for their infrastructure needs. We would all be familiar with Infrastructure Australia, which was established in 
2008. A body in New South Wales came into being in 2011. Building Queensland and Infrastructure Victoria were 
established in 2015 and Infrastructure South Australia in 2018. Various models are used across the nation in each 
state, depending on where those bodies sit and how they report. Some of the issues that have been raised to date 
around how the board will operate, how it will report and its accountabilities are intrinsic to the concerns we have 
in this debate. 

I do not for one moment question the validity of developing a state infrastructure strategy. I do wonder, as has 
been raised previously, how the detail and mechanics of this will operate in reality. Moving from the theoretical 
nature of these discussions into how it operates in reality is always a challenge for governments of the day. Our 
concerns come somewhat from the genesis of how this came about in relation to not only an election commitment, 
but also clearly a process in which the government commissioned Mr John Langoulant to oversee the special 
inquiry into government programs. At the time, we maintained that this was nothing more than an overtly political 
exercise to undermine the validity of royalties for regions and allow the government to dismantle it and the projects 
and work that the previous government had done. In our view, it was an overtly political exercise. I had the dubious 
pleasure of meeting with Mr Langoulant as part of the inquiry and spent some time providing him with the views 
of the Nationals and myself as a minister in the previous government about how we had made decisions whilst we 
were in government. I was not in the chamber when the member for Cottesloe made his contribution, but I read it. 
He raised concerns about the prominence that this individual has in the creation of the body that we are debating 
and in the genesis of the special inquiry report. I share those concerns. The member for Cottesloe stated that it has 
come from — 

… a very particular view of the ascendency of bureaucrats and from a disdain for this place and for 
ministers and departments. 

From my time providing evidence and communicating with Mr Langoulant as a part of that inquiry, I found that 
to ring true. Whether it was wilful or simply that he did not wish to understand, there was disdain for the rigour 
that comes from the process that we use as a Parliament—that is, getting elected as members, forming a cabinet 
and making decisions as a government. There is accountability for that when we come to an election, and voters, 
if they do not like the decisions made, get to have their say. That is fundamental to what we do here every day, so 
it should never be usurped by a bureaucracy or an individual. It should always remain the purview of the 
government of the day and the cabinet to make those decisions, and for Parliament to hold them to account. We 
share those concerns with the member for Cottesloe.  
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The member for Churchlands stated that the independence of this body will be in question because of its genesis. 
The Nationals do not set aside the importance of having such a body—nearly every other state in Australia has 
gone down that path—but we have some concerns about how it will roll out. The government has to ensure that 
this is more than a mechanism to create a plan for a plan for a plan. Many a time I have seen government 
departments create plans that sit on the shelf and gather dust. Although I understand that this legislation includes 
mechanisms so that cannot happen, it will still rely very much on the Premier—as explained by the member for 
Churchlands—and the 10 members of a board that will be appointed by the Premier to ensure that that veil is put 
across all departments. I will come to that a little bit later and speak about organisations such as the Water Corporation, 
Synergy and Western Power, that do a significant amount of planning. From memory, the Water Corporation was 
the organisation responsible for the majority of our expenditure, outside of health, in the previous government. 
A really big infrastructure program was driven by massive population growth over the time that we were in 
government. We met that challenge, but nobody foresaw how significant the population growth would be or how 
quickly it would occur, and that includes business. It is not that this government got it right, or the previous 
government got it wrong. When we were in government the uplift in population was enormously significant from 
a water infrastructure point of view, but it flowed into every department. We had to put teachers in front of every 
classroom and make sure that we had schools to accommodate that growth. We needed to do that and at the time 
had no access to the capital required to do it because we did not have the GST bump that this government now has 
in its coffers. If we are ever faced with something as significant as that again, I hope that it will be accommodated 
in the plan for the next 20 years that Infrastructure Western Australia will be tasked to deliver. 

When this is debated and put into play, we always remind whoever is in government that governments make 
decisions. They are elected to do that. As I said, Mr Langoulant and I had this discussion and walked away agreeing 
to disagree. He did not agree that there were appropriate decision-making processes or that we had acquitted our 
duties appropriately. He was quite scathing of the public service as well. There was a general disdain for everyone 
involved in government decision-making, which I found remarkable. It worries me that this person will be in 
charge of this organisation. I am mindful that Mr Langoulant does not get the right to respond in this chamber. It 
is a matter of record that we agreed to disagree on this matter and have done for some time. My view is that it is 
right for government to take advice and right to set a long-term agenda, but we must ensure that governments are 
making these decisions. Relying on a report that was politically motivated to justify the dismantling of a program 
of the previous government is a fairly dubious reason to set up something that will have a significant influence 
over future decisions—not just for this government, but for governments after the next state election and beyond. 

The Nationals WA will raise concerns in the consideration in detail stage. From a regional perspective, it is 
sometimes very difficult to make business cases stack up when they are assessed against places with higher 
population density, such as the metropolitan area or the south coast of Western Australia. When governments are 
weighing up where to spend money and they can impact X number of people in the metropolitan area as opposed 
to the 500 people in Laverton, a remote Aboriginal community or a small wheatbelt town, it is difficult because it 
is naturally more expensive to deliver projects in the regions. Anyone who has been involved in infrastructure 
delivery out there knows that it is substantially harder to deliver those projects. Time, contracting, thinness of the 
market, accommodation and travel all add up to make those projects far more expensive. Our concern is how that 
will be accommodated in the processes and decisions of this body. When the Premier rises to respond, that is 
something we would like to hear. How will the government ensure that people are involved in the decision-making 
process who can put that decision-making over the top of these projects to make sure that the regions are not left 
out? We have just had a debate in this house about the Ord–East Kimberley project. If we look at the very 
beginnings of this Parliament, the justification for the goldfields water pipeline project was hotly debated in this 
house. It would have been very difficult to justify with a cost–benefit ratio, if one had been done. The government 
relied on the hope that the gold industry would continue to thrive and took a leap of faith. It needed to look after 
the population that was living in Kalgoorlie because it had no running water. There was disease and pestilence. It 
was not an appropriate place for many to live and would not have grown if there had not been any access to water. 
It would have been very interesting to put that project in the mix with a fledgling population and many competing 
projects in the metropolitan area. Those are the concerns that we will raise. From a regional perspective there need 
to be some protections or an understanding. Something needs to be said in Parliament at least so that bureaucrats 
who come later down the track and are not a part of this debate can understand the intent of legislation from the 
debate put forward in the house.  

As I went through the clauses one by one—I will not do that right now—a couple came to my attention. I welcome 
that it can apply to a single proposal, or a package or program of infrastructure projects. When we dealt with 
Infrastructure Australia, we had to package projects in regional Western Australia across a broader area to try to 
get it to the level where it met the threshold to attract funding. This is heartening for us in regional 
Western Australia. I note the ability for Infrastructure Western Australia to exempt major projects, and we would 
be interested to understand the detail in how it can go about that, what conditions would be applied, the rationale 
and how it is reported. There is a debate around the Beeliar wetlands and the Perth Freight Link, the piece of 
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infrastructure that has been so hotly debated during the most recent election, and whether that should be subject to 
Infrastructure WA. I do not think the government would like to see that go through the process, because no doubt 
it will be proven that it is required, but perhaps that clause will allow the government to get out of jail free, or 
Infrastructure WA is coming post that issue. Members will note that the government promised to deliver this bill 
last year, but it did not arrive in this house until this year. I have no doubt that some strategy was involved in that 
as well.  

The amendments to the strategy under clause 17 about the ability for Infrastructure WA to amend the strategy, 
either of its own volition or at the Premier’s request, were raised previously. This goes to the member for Churchlands’ 
questions about the Premier creating an organisation that is there to do his bidding and how it will operate in 
practice. I go back to the point that I made earlier about the alignment with government trading enterprises already 
in existence. The Water Corporation is the one that I am most familiar with. The Water Corporation creates 
a statement of corporate intent and a statement of development program, which is the longer-term horizon. Its 
regulatory environment means that it has to adhere to very strict rules to make sure that it does not breach that 
regulatory environment. What horrified me when I became minister was that if a pipe burst, the Water Corporation’s 
prioritisation or investment program was always about how many customers were impacted. If a pipe burst in the 
middle of the wheatbelt, even though it would waste many litres of water and a significant amount of money, 
because the investment programs were always geared around making sure we did not have a burst down the main 
street, St Georges Terrace, which is right, that would always take precedence because of the way it is regulated. 
How the government will start to tackle that, with other regulatory arrangements for Western Power and other 
bodies that already do this significant planning, will be a big task. It will be interesting to see whether the Premier 
can provide some assurances that it will not double up, or that there will be no subverting of the safety of those 
systems that have been built up over a long time through these GTEs.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: Members of Infrastructure WA will be required to have appropriate skills. It must be satisfied 
that they have expertise in areas of infrastructure policy, planning, strategy, funding, financing or delivery. We 
would expect that as part of a board that is tasked with such a significant job. We hope consideration will be given 
to people with the unique experience in those areas in regional Western Australia. As I outlined earlier, there are 
unique challenges faced in planning and delivering for regional Western Australia. I think the member for Bunbury 
mentioned utilising the regional development commissions. They have substantial expertise and should not be 
sidelined in any of these conversations, but certainly it would help to have people sitting on that board who will 
cast their eye over it from that perspective, not just from the financial perspective. It concerns us that the time 
someone can sit on that board is for a five-year term, with a reappointment for another five years. I understand that 
in the initial appointments—this is something that we tried to do as well—those times can be staggered so that we 
do not lose everyone all in one go. That is very important and I hope that occurs. Five years plus a five-year 
extension is a long time for someone to be appointed to a board, and there is potential for them to have a break and 
come back again. I would appreciate some clarity about how we will make sure that appropriate people are sitting 
there, not simply people who are appointed now and will be forever more. I am not saying that the people who 
will be appointed will not be very qualified, but I go back to the original point I made, that government makes 
decisions. It will be very interesting to see how this operates in practice. Anything that usurps the ability for 
governments that make decisions to be held accountable concerns me, because we are elected as members of 
Parliament. When we form government, we then have the opportunity to form cabinet, take advice from all the 
departments and set an agenda, and we are then judged for that, come the next election. That is how this should 
work. Anybody who undermines that or gives the government of the day the opportunity to deflect blame or 
undermine decisions that may have been made by it to a statutory body that does not have, from what I can see, 
very much cause for us to cast our eye over it and hold it to account, concerns me greatly.  

We support the principle of Infrastructure Western Australia. We certainly support the intent and support long-term 
planning. When we were in government, every regional development commission was tasked with coming up with 
a plan, the regional blueprint process, which then allowed us to marry them together and identify the long-term 
plans that were consistent across regional WA. It was the first time that we have taken a long-term view of regional 
development of that nature. That is to be acknowledged in this debate because, again, the genesis of this bill is that 
there was no planning. I do not believe that the previous government or governments before that have come from 
a complete vacuum, but that has been used to legitimise the debate being put forward today. With that, I will sit 
down and let the Premier respond.  

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [12.47 pm]: I will say a few words about the Infrastructure Western Australia 
Bill 2019 because I am a great believer in infrastructure, especially in my electorate of South Perth. It is an interesting 
topic. I think most of us understand what the legislation is intended to deliver. Whether it will deliver as is intended 
is another matter. I want to raise a few examples. I will take the Premier back a few years to 1896 when the pipeline 
to Kalgoorlie was commissioned. It was devised by C.Y. O’Connor and supported by the Premier John Forrest, but 
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there was widespread criticism and derision from members of Parliament and the media. Back then they said that the 
scope was too great and that it would never work. They said goldmining would dry up, so the state would have this 
huge debt to supply water to a town that would have no more goldmining, and there would be little commerce to 
support it. How brave was a government back then to go outside the political cycle and say, “We are going to do 
something for the next 100 years”, and would that even happen today? I am not sure it would. That is a fact. The 
Premier says that he wants to break that cycle and he wants governments to look ahead, futuristically, to where the 
population will grow, which is what is happening with our plans for the population into 2031, but even now, a lot 
of people do not want that changed because they cannot see that we will need it in the future. It will be much 
cheaper for the government to do it now than to wait until we desperately need it. Sydney Harbour Bridge was 
built back in the 1930s, I think, but by the 1980s the New South Wales government realised that it could no longer 
carry the traffic that it needed to carry, so it was forced to build a tunnel. The first tunnel in Sydney, the 
cross-harbour tunnel, was funded by the government back in the 1980s. That happened because it was suddenly 
realised that Sydney could not cope with the traffic. If we can look futuristically and build wider highways when 
there are not the number of cars to use them, it would probably save a lot of money. Realistically, it does not happen. 
The Premier made some interesting comments in his second reading speech when he said — 

… the government’s decision-making on infrastructure should be based on robust and evidence-based 
planning and not on short-term political gains. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 1731.] 
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