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Executive Summary 

Since its establishment in the 2018-19 Budget, the Urban Congestion Fund (UCF), 
and the Commuter Car Park Fund (CCPF) as a program within the UCF, have been 
administered without any proper administrative framework or oversight, and have 
been used as vehicles for the selection of projects which serve a political purpose, 
instead of what they should be used for—addressing congestion in urban areas to 
help commuters every day.  
 
The misallocation of funds under the CCPF reflects an endemic culture within the 
Government of using public money for political purposes, given its parallels to the 
Government’s administration of the Community Sport Infrastructure Grants 
Program which was mired in political interference and failures of governance. While 
the committee notes the CCPF was not a grant program, the politically motivated 
misallocation of infrastructure funding corrodes public trust in government 
spending decisions. 

Governance framework 
As detailed by the Australian National Audit Office (ANAO), the UCF is not a grant 
program, and therefore does not need to adhere to the Commonwealth Grant Rules 
and Guidelines. Further, the ANAO found that there are no published guidelines, 
eligibility criteria or merit criteria for the UCF. This has led to the allocation of 
funding under the UCF through a non-competitive, non-application-based process. 
Given that the UCF is a $4.8 billion fund, the lack of any proper administrative, 
feasibility, value for money or merit-based frameworks is astounding. 
 
The significant problems associated with this approach have been exemplified by the 
administration of the CCPF. What was originally a $500 million fund, has become a 
$711 million fund, which has been plagued by the misallocation of taxpayer funds. 
 
The committee’s inquiry has supported the findings of the ANAO regarding the role 
and actions of the Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development 
and Communications (the Department). With regard to the Department, the ANAO 
found that:  

 its administration of the CCPF was not effective; 
 it did not develop a program-specific implementation plan, performance 

indicators or evaluation plan for the UCF; 
 selection of car park sites as part of the CCPF was not appropriate, nor was 

it designed to be open, transparent, or to properly engage with stakeholders 
like state governments and councils; 
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 its underlying assessment work was not appropriate, and it did not satisfy 
itself that projects were meritorious, value for money or eligible under the 
relevant legislation; and 

 the Department did not implement controls to establish clear project 
delivery timelines and links between payments and milestones for each 
approved project. 

Further, since announcing the CCPF in 2019, several projects have been abandoned 
and the rollout of the remaining projects has been extremely slow. 

Ministerial interference and announcements  
There has been much discussion about the fact that 27 commuter car park sites were 
selected the day prior to the announcement of the 2019 election. The CCPF project 
site selections and their announcements—despite being agreed to before caretaker—
were depicted almost universally as election commitments, which they were not.  

The committee notes that there must be a clear distinction between the actions and 
announcements of a political party, as distinct from the actions of government and 
decisions made by the executive.  

For the most part, the 27 sites were directed to specific, Coalition-held electorates.  
The CCPF project distribution had a clear geographic and political profile—
77 per cent of sites were in Coalition-held seats, the majority of those were located in 
Victoria, and 83 per cent of those in Victoria were in an electorate held by the 
Coalition at the time of selection.  

The committee is persuaded by the evidence that both the Prime Minister’s Office 
and Minister Tudge’s Office were central in the coordination of the exclusive 
canvassing of Coalition MPs and candidates, in marginal Coalition held seats and 
targeted Opposition held seats, and in the development of the ‘top 20 marginals’ 
spreadsheet. Further, the evidence strongly points to the Prime Minister being aware 
of the canvassing process and that either he (or his Office) approved all the car park 
projects within the scope of the ANAO audit. 
 
The ANAO’s evidence is that it was the same officer in the Prime Minister’s Office 
involved with both the selection of CCPF projects, and the Community Sport 
Infrastructure Grants Program. The findings of the ANAO also indicate that not only 
the CCPF but the entire UCF program is vulnerable to politically motivated 
misallocations of funding.  
 
The geographic location of the selected CCPF projects, and the development of the 
‘top 20 marginals’ spreadsheet confirms the exclusivity of the canvassing process. 
It has resulted in the areas with the greatest need for reducing congestion (including 
areas in New South Wales and Queensland) receiving little to no funding under the 
UCF. 
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The example of the Department using a Prime Ministerial press release as the only 
authority for the Mitcham CCPF project, shows a complete disregard for proper 
executive decision-making and governance. This is made all the more problematic 
when an allocation of millions of dollars of taxpayers money is made to a project 
which had not been properly considered regarding its feasibility and necessity—as 
proven by the fact that the project is no longer proceeding under the CCPF.  

Consultation  
The ANAO found that in administering the CCPF, the Department did not engage 
with the states, did not put in place a process for engaging with states and councils 
on the identification of candidate projects, nor did it recommend a process to the 
Minister. The evidence to the inquiry has made clear that the lack of consultation 
over CCPF project cost and feasibility, and subsequently on the rollout of the 
projects, has resulted in a lack of industry expertise being utilised in the design of 
the commuter car parks, and cancelled or underfunded car park projects. 
 
The lack of merit criteria and non-competitive processes in the CCPF and the UCF 
more broadly, and the decision not to publicly release the UCF investment principles 
—principles which the Government agreed in 2018—allowed the Government to 
make its own governance arrangements and make its own decisions, based on 
perceived political advantage and with no accountability around those decisions. 
 
The results of the failure of the adopted process are clear, with delivery partners not 
coming on board, projects being scrapped and cost blowouts. It has also resulted in 
projects being approved without any clear indication whether the projects will 
actually deliver the outcomes for commuters and local communities which have 
been promised. 
 
The committee’s view is that states and local councils should have been afforded the 
opportunity to put forward suggestions for projects under the UCF framework 
which would align with their existing infrastructure and transport strategies and 
would actually go some way to addressing congestion in urban areas. 

‘Busting’ congestion  
The clear evidence before the committee is that the CCPF, and specifically more car 
parks around railway stations, would do little to ‘bust’ congestion. This was 
supported by the findings of the ANAO, which found little evidence that the 
decisions of the Department in selecting car parks was based on merit against the 
UCF investment principles or policy objectives.  
 
Commuter car parks may not necessarily be suitable for inner and middle ring urban 
settings and therefore may not properly address urban congestion as anticipated 
under the aims of the UCF. Commuter car parks may instead be better suited to 
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outer urban and growth areas, where either walking or bus feeder services aren’t 
practicable or available. 
 
Because of the way project sites were selected—the canvassing process through 
Minister’s offices and executive government—there was no proper process through 
which to assess the feasibility and need for commuter car parks in each area. The 
process should have included potential delivery partners putting forward projects 
and potential sites, based on feasibility studies, costings and evidence of value for 
money, project delivery times and the effectiveness of the project in addressing 
congestion in urban areas.  
 
Instead, the Minister made the decision to adopt the electorate canvassing process 
which was ultimately utilised. This was the key governance failure. 
 
Of further concern is that the Department does not appear to have completed any 
research or analysis regarding congestion and car parks in urban areas. It is therefore 
hard to see how decisions can be made within the UCF about the efficient and 
effective allocation of public funds, in order to reduce congestion.  

Transparency and accountability 
Given that the CCPF is only one part of the UCF program and given the serious 
findings of the ANAO in relation to the CCPF (but also in relation to the UCF 
administrative framework), the committee considers it of utmost importance that the 
ANAO undertake an urgent audit of the UCF and all its subsidiary programs. 
Ongoing parliamentary oversight in the 47th Parliament will also provide real-time 
accountability to the Parliament and the public on executive and departmental 
administration of the UCF.  
 
This inquiry has reinforced that there is no effective enforcement mechanisms in 
place, for ensuring that public administration is aimed at addressing areas of most 
need in an impartial, ethical and efficient way. There is clearly a need to better hold 
the executive to account and ensure that any actions taken, or decisions made are in 
the best interests of the Australian public.  
 
The evidence before the committee, while damning, still leaves questions 
unanswered and no one held to account or accepting responsibility for the 
misallocation of significant amounts of public money, for political purposes. 
 
The misuse of the CCPF program by the current Government, which has followed 
closely the serious issues with the administration of the Community Sport 
Infrastructure Grants Program, has strengthened calls for the urgent establishment 
of a federal integrity commission ‘with teeth’, and which has the powers of a Royal 
Commission.  
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Recommendations  
The committee has made several recommendations, aimed at accountability, 
transparency, and the proper use and allocation of taxpayers’ money.  
 
The evidence before the committee has led it to make seven recommendations. Four 
of these recommendations relate to the government and to the Department, as 
follows:  
 

 the Prime Minister provide a full explanation, within two weeks, about his 
role, the role of his Office, the role of the then Deputy Prime Minister’s 
Office and any other Ministerial Offices and staff in the allocation of 
funding under the CCPF;  

 the Government conduct a review of the National Land Transport Act 2014, 
with regard to the adequacy of the provisions for Ministerial approvals for 
infrastructure projects and programs as part of the UCF;  

 the Department conduct an evidence-based, consultative analysis into how 
to best reduce congestion in urban areas, then making this analysis public 
and using it to inform all future decision-making within the UCF; and 

 the Department develop and publicly release—no later than 
28 February 2022—the investment principles and policy objectives for both 
the UCF and the CCPF, including eligibility requirements and the 
requirements of delivery partners. 

 
The remaining three recommendations relate to transparency and accountability, 
both to the Parliament and to the Australian public, and include that:  
 

 the ANAO, as part of its 2022-23 Audit Program, complete an audit of the 
UCF and all its associated projects and programs, and that the Australian 
Government ensures that the ANAO is given adequate funding and 
resources to complete both the UCF audit, and for ongoing scrutiny of 
government expenditure and activities; and   

 within the first 18 months of the 47th Parliament, the Senate refer the 
ongoing administration of the UCF to the appropriate Senate committee for 
further inquiry and report.  

 
As a matter of urgency, the committee also recommends that the Australian 
Government establish a national integrity commission with the standing powers of a 
Royal Commission.  This inquiry and the administration of the UCF highlights just 
one of the many reasons as to why a national integrity commission is very much 
needed.  
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Chapter 1 
Introduction and background to the UCF 

Referral  
1.1 On 10 August 2021, the following matters were referred to the Finance and 

Public Administration References Committee (the committee) for inquiry and 
report by 2 December 2021:  

The administration and expenditure of funding under the Urban 
Congestion Fund (UCF), with particular reference to: 

(a) the allocation of funding under the National Commuter Car Park 
Fund; 

(b) whether the administration of the UCF meets the highest standards of 
governance, performance and accountability in the expenditure of 
public funds; 

(c) the role of the offices of the Minister(s), the Prime Minister and Deputy 
Prime Minister(s), and any external parties, in determining which 
projects to allocate funding to and who would announce these projects; 

(d) the extent to which the management of the fund respected the 
caretaker conventions; 

(e) the fund’s impact in reducing congestion, including whether the 
allocation of funding under the program was appropriately targeted to 
meet the stated objective of the UCF; and 

(f) any related programs or matters.1 

Conduct of the inquiry  
1.2 Details of the inquiry were made available on the committee’s website and the 

committee invited a number of organisations and individuals to lodge 
submissions. 

1.3 The committee received 17 submissions, which are listed at Appendix 2 of this 
report. The committee also held a public hearing for the inquiry on 
11 November 2021, in Canberra and via videoconference. A list of witnesses 
who gave evidence at the hearing is available at Appendix 3 of this report. 

Acknowledgment 
1.4 The committee thanks all those who contributed to the inquiry by making 

submissions, providing additional information, and appearing at the public 
hearing. 

 

 

 
1Journals of the Senate, No. 111, 10 August 2021, pp. 3891-3892.  
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Infrastructure Investment Program  
1.5 The Infrastructure Investment Program (IIP) is a ‘$110 billion rolling 

investment program designed to address current infrastructure requirements 
while also planning to ensure that future transport needs are met’.2 The 
Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and 
Communications (the Department) advised the committee that it:  

… works with states and territories, as well as undertakes research and 
analysis to identify and deliver projects that align with Commonwealth 
priorities and take account of all inter-related factors impacting 
infrastructure needs. Investment decisions consider population growth, 
geographic density changes, growth and dispersion of employment, 
existing transport networks as well as existing and historical investments.3 

1.6 The Department confirmed that projects funded under the IIP ‘are decisions of 
Government’ and are ‘typically negotiated outcomes between the Australian 
Government and state and territory governments and are not subject to 
competitive funding rounds’.4 

Administrative framework  
1.7 Projects selected for investment under the IIP are governed by the National 

Land Transport Act 2014 (NLT Act), the National Partnership Agreement (NPA) 
and Notes on Administration (NOA). The Department submitted that these 
documents set out the ‘framework for effective delivery’ of IIP projects. 5 

1.8 The NLT Act provides for the ‘funding of projects related to land transport 
matters, and for related purposes’. The NLT Act, at Part 3, section 9, provides 
that the Minister may, in writing, approve a project as an Investment Project if, 
and only if:  

(a) the Minister is satisfied that the project is eligible for approval, and  
(b) the Minister considers that it is appropriate to approve the project.6 

1.9 Eligible projects are then defined under sections 10 and 11 of the NLT Act.  

1.10 Projects are eligible for approval if they are for, among other things, the 
construction of inter-modal transfer facilities in a state or relevant external 
territory (s 10 of the NLT Act). Section 11 of the NLT Act then provides the 

 
2 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 

Submission 17, p. 1. 

3 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 2. 

4 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 4. 

5 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 2. 

6 National Land Transport Act 2014, s. 9. 
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matters to which the Minister must have regard in deciding whether it is 
appropriate to approve a project as an Investment Project, including, but not 
limited to:  

 the results of any assessment of the economic, environmental or social costs 
or benefits of the project;  

 the extent to which the project is likely to improve access for communities to 
services and employment;  

 any transport or land use plans that might be relevant to the project; and  
 the extent to which persons other than the Commonwealth propose to 

contribute funding to the project.7 

1.11 The Australian National Audit Office (ANAO) explained the process as it 
related to the National Commuter Car Park Fund (CCPF), noting that:  

The project approval stage follows the funding commitment stage. The 
Minister was the funding decision-maker for the commuter car park 
projects. The Minister may approve a commuter car park project as an 
‘Investment Project’ under Part 3 of the National Land Transport Act 2014 
(NLT Act) if the Minister is satisfied that the project is eligible for approval 
(in accordance with section 10) and considers that it is appropriate to 
approve the project (in accordance with section 11).8 

Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Act 2013 
1.12 Section 71 of the Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Act 2013 

(PGPA Act) provides that a Minister must not approve a proposed 
expenditure of relevant money unless the Minister is satisfied, after making 
reasonable inquiries, that the expenditure would be a proper use of relevant 
money. If the expenditure is approved, the Minister must—as soon as 
practicable—record the terms of that approval in writing and comply with any 
other requirements prescribed by the rules.9 

Governance arrangements  
1.13 Urban Congestion Fund (UCF) projects are funded under Part 3 of the NLT 

Act, with the UCF established as a sub-program of the IIP.10 

1.14 Projects funded under the NLT Act are governed by the NPA on Land 
Transport Infrastructure Projects, with the most recent NPA agreed to by the 
Australian, state and territory governments on 1 July 2019. The Department 

 
7 National Land Transport Act 2014, s. 11.  

8 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, June 2021, p. 61. 

9 Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Act 2013, s. 71.  

10 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, June 2021, p. 7.  
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advised that the NPA ‘sets out how the Governments will work together to 
deliver projects administered under the Act’. Further: 

… each state and territory has agreed to an individual schedule to the NPA 
which indicates Australian Government funding levels for land transport 
investments.11 

1.15 The ANAO also explained the NPA Schedules, noting that they detail the 
levels of funding the Australian Government ‘intends to provide to the 
states/territories…for land transport infrastructure projects, including for each 
UCF project’.12 

1.16 The Department advised that decisions included in NPAs are decisions of 
government, ‘subject to agreement by implementing partners, relevant states 
and territories and provisions in the terms of the NPA’. The Department 
continued that:  

These arrangements are longstanding, having their genesis in the 
establishment of NPA models with consolidated appropriations 
management through respective treasuries over 10 years ago.13 

1.17 However, the ANAO noted that these Schedules were no guarantee for 
funding for the projects specified within them, as funding must be approved 
by the Minister in accordance with the NLT Act and the PGPA Act.14 

1.18 The Schedules also provide the NOAs, which give administrative guidance for 
managing projects with an Australian Government commitment, to be funded 
under the NPA. The NOA may include:  

 the process for consideration of approving design and delivery steps for 
committed Projects; 

 administrative requirements relating to funding recipients; 
 administrative requirements for project completion; and 
 administrative requirements for public recognition, media and 

signage.15 

 
11 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 

Submission 17, p. 2. 

12 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, June 2021, p. 18. 

13 Mr David Hallinan, Deputy Secretary, Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional 
Development and Communications, Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation 
Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 39. 

14 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, June 2021, p. 18. 

15 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 2. 
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1.19 The ANAO explained that neither the NPA nor the NOA ‘describe the 
arrangements and processes associated with the selection of projects to be 
included in the Schedules’ to the NPA. The ANAO concluded that: 

There were also no published guidelines, eligibility criteria or merit criteria 
for the UCF. Funding was allocated using a non-competitive, non-
application based process. The selection of projects were decisions of the 
Australian Government.16 

1.20 This was confirmed by the Department’s submission, which noted that:  

In October 2018, the Australian Government agreed to governance 
arrangements for the UCF which included project identification by the 
Minister for Urban Infrastructure. The Australian Government, as outlined 
in the audit report, then identified and selected all the projects.17 

1.21 The ANAO observed that only state agencies are eligible for payments under 
the NPA, ‘and, therefore, of the UCF funding’. The ANAO explained the 
funding process:  

In respect to both the approved projects that they are to deliver and that 
councils in their state are to deliver, the state agency is the funding 
recipient and is subject to the mandatory conditions of funding set out in 
Part 3 of the NLT Act. State agencies are to pass on payments to council 
project proponents.18 

Commonwealth Grants Rules and Guidelines  
1.22 The Commonwealth Grants Rules and Guidelines 2017 (CGRGs) are 

established under the PGPA Act and issued by the Minister for Finance. The 
CGRGs establish ‘the overarching Commonwealth grants policy framework 
and articulate the expectations for all non-corporate Commonwealth entities in 
relation to grants administration’.19 

1.23 Under the CGRGs, a grant can ‘take a variety of forms’, including as a result of 
a competitive or non-competitive selection process, or on an ad hoc/one off 
basis. A ‘grant’ is ‘an arrangement for the provision of financial assistance by 
the Commonwealth’ or on its behalf:   

 under which relevant money or other Consolidated Revenue Fund money is 
to be paid to a grantee other than the Commonwealth; and  

 
16 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, June 2021, pp. 18-19. 

17 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 4. 

18 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, June 2021, p. 19. 

19 Department of Finance, Commonwealth Grants Rules and Guidelines 2017, p. 5.   
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 which is intended to help address one or more of the Australian 
Government’s policy outcomes while assisting the grantee achieve its 
objectives.20 

1.24 However, the CGRGs specifically note that any financial assistance provided 
to a state in accordance with section 96 of the Constitution is not a grant, nor is 
any payment to a state or territory that is made for the purposes of the Federal 
Financial Relations Act 2009.21 

1.25 The CGRGs also contain ‘a small number of requirements that apply to 
Ministers’, in relation to decision-making and reporting requirements which 
are in addition to ‘legislative requirements that apply where a Minister 
approves proposed expenditure’.22 

1.26 Specific requirements in the CGRGs include that a Minister must write to the 
Finance Minister advising of the details of any approved grants in his or her 
own electorate. Further, before approving any grant, the Minister:  

(a) must not approve the grant without first receiving written advice from 
officials on the merits of the proposed grant or group of grants. That 
advice must meet the requirements of the CGRGs; and  

(b) must record, in writing, the basis of the approval relative to the grant 
opportunity guidelines and the key principle of achieving value with 
relevant money.23 

1.27 Under the CGRGs it does remain open to a minister to approve grants which 
are not recommended by officials, but all instances of this must be reported 
annually (by 31 March) to the Finance Minister and must include a brief 
statement of reasons for approval.24 

1.28 The ANAO found that the UCF does not meet the definition of a grant 
program, and therefore it is not subject to the CGRGs. The ANAO stated that:  

National Partnership payments, including the UCF payments, are made to 
the states for the purposes of the Federal Financial Relations Act 2009. Such 
payments are not subject to the Commonwealth Grant Rules and 
Guidelines (CGRGs) and, as a result, the UCF does not meet the definition 
of a grant program and is not subject to the CGRGs.25 

 
20 Department of Finance, Commonwealth Grants Rules and Guidelines 2017, p. 6.   

21 Department of Finance, Commonwealth Grants Rules and Guidelines 2017, p. 7. Section 96 of the 
Constitution provides that the Parliament may grant financial assistance to any state on such terms 
and conditions as the Parliament thinks fit.  

22  Department of Finance, Commonwealth Grants Rules and Guidelines 2017, p. 5.  

23 Emphasis in original. Department of Finance, Commonwealth Grants Rules and Guidelines 2017, p. 12.  

24 Department of Finance, Commonwealth Grants Rules and Guidelines 2017, p. 13.   

25 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, June 2021, p. 18. 
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Establishment of the UCF  
1.29 The UCF was established as part of the 2018-19 Budget. The Budget Papers 

advised that $1 billion of initial funding would be allocated to:  

… establish the Urban Congestion Fund which will support projects to 
remediate pinch points, improve traffic safety and increase network 
efficiency for commuter and freight movements in urban areas.26 

1.30 In announcing the UCF, the Minister for Urban Infrastructure, the Hon Paul 
Fletcher MP, advised that the Fund would:  

… support projects that bust congestion, with a focus on last mile access to 
export ports, airports, employment and freight hubs. 

Due to the types of projects that will be supported through the Fund, the 
states and territories will be asked to match funding for projects on a 50:50 
basis.   

The use of innovative funding and financing opportunities will also be 
encouraged. 

The Fund will help to drive better productivity outcomes, improved 
efficiency and job creation. 

It will also complement the support provided to regional corridors through 
the $3.5 billion Roads of Strategic Importance (ROSI) initiative by assisting 
freight operators and commuters experiencing congestion when they reach 
urban areas.27 

1.31 The Department also explained the purpose of the UCF, saying that funding 
under the project was to support:  

… upgrades to the urban road network [that] ensure commuters get home 
sooner and safer by reducing travel times and vehicle operating costs, 
delivering a more reliable road network for commuters and freight, and 
reducing congestion by addressing local bottlenecks.28 

1.32 The Department detailed its process for providing advice to the Minister as 
part of the UCF project assessment and approval process, saying that:  

Advice provided to the Minister is consistent with the [NLT] Act and with 
authority provided by the Cabinet. Providing advice to the Minister on 
their authority to approval [sic] the project, eligibility of the project under 
section 10 and 11 of the [NLT] Act and assessment of the proper use of 

 
26 Budget Paper No. 2 2018-19, Budget Measures 2018-19: Part 2 – Expense Measures, p. 142.  

27 The Hon Paul Fletcher MP, Minister for Communications, Urban Infrastructure, Cities and the 
Arts, Media release: New Fund to Bust Congestion in Urban Areas, 11 May 2018, 
https://www.paulfletcher.com.au/media-releases/media-release-new-fund-to-bust-congestion-in-
urban-areas (accessed 18 August 2021).  

28 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, Urban 
Congestion Fund, 21 May 2021, 
https://investment.infrastructure.gov.au/key projects/initiatives/urban congestion fund.aspx 
(accessed 18 August 2021).  



8 
 

 

funds under the Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Act 2013 
is a necessary part of the Departments approvals process.29 

2019-20 Budget 
1.33 Following its establishment in 2018-19, subsequent budgets have increased 

funding for the UCF program as projects have been announced, ‘including a 
number of project commitments made during the 2019 election’.30 

1.34 The 2019-20 Budget provided an additional $3 billion to the UCF for ‘next 
priorities’, and in order to ‘remediate congestion bottlenecks in urban areas’. 
The 2019-20 Budget therefore saw the total funding allocation to the UCF 
increase to $4 billion. The funding was to support projects, improve traffic 
safety and flow, while increasing ‘network efficiency for commuter and freight 
movements in major urban areas’.  

1.35 At the 2019-20 Mid-Year Economic and Fiscal Outlook, the UCF was increased 
to $4.8 billion through ‘the addition of $210 million committed through the 
2019 election as well as the consolidation of certain projects in Melbourne and 
Perth being administratively rolled into the UCF’. This included 18 projects 
totalling $640 million, which were ‘announced and funded earlier that also 
targeted urban congestion’.31 

2021-22 Budget  
1.36 In the 2021-22 Budget, additional funding allocations were made to 

participating jurisdictions, as shown in Table 1.1 below (the ACT and Northern 
Territory do not receive funding through the UCF).  

Table 1.1 Urban Congestion Fund: 2021-22 Budget 

$ million NSW VIC QLD WA SA TAS TOTAL  

2020-21 35.4 60.5 38.4 137.1 98.6 8.4 378.3 

2021-22 141.4 184.3 153.5 178.9 104.9 12.6 775.6 

2022-23 128.1 503.7 211.1 391.2 118.8 8.0 1,360.9 

2023-24 150.7 327.3 187.4 71.3 52.0 9.0 797.8 

2024-25 124.8 108.3 23.3 - - - 256.4 

TOTAL 580.4 1,184.1 613.8 778.5 374.2 38.0 3,568.9 
Source: Budget Paper No. 3 2021-22, Part 2: Payments for Specific Purposes, p. 59. 

 
29 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 

Submission 17, p. 3. 

30 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 3. 

31 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 3. 
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1.37 The Department advised in September 2021, that since 2019-20, $607.7 million 
of the committed UCF funding had been spent, with $774.9 million forecast to 
be spent in 2021-22. The UCF contained 182 separately identifiable packages of 
works, with:  

 35 completed construction;  
 38 underway;  
 30 to commence in 2021;  
 40 to commence in 2022; and  
 39 to commence ‘in 2023 or TBD’.32 

1.38 These projects included road extensions and upgrades, level-crossing removals 
and commuter car park upgrades.33 

National Commuter Car Park Fund 
1.39 The CCPF is a subset of the UCF. The 2019-20 Budget allocation to the UCF 

included $500 million for a National Commuter Car Park Fund (CCPF).34 The 
Department advised that the Australian Government has increased the 
commitment to the CCPF over time ‘through the addition of projects and 
additional funding for existing projects’.35 

1.40 As of the 2021-22 Budget, $711.1 million of the $4.8 billion UCF had been 
committed to the CCPF. According to the Department, the CCPF provides for 
investment in ‘commuter car park upgrades to encourage greater use of public 
transport’.36 

1.41 It was established during the inquiry that canvassing for CCPF project 
participants began around September 2018.37 

1.42 The Department explained how the CCPF and the NPA interact, together with 
the role of the Department, following decisions of government:  

… once the government's decisions are taken the department's role has 
been to work with implementation partners, namely states and territories 
and local governments, to identify feasible project locations, scope 

 
32 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 

Submission 17, p. 6. 
33 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, June 2021, p. 7.  
34 Budget Paper No. 2 2019-20, Budget Measures 2019-20: Part 2 – Expense Measures, pp. 64, 140. 
35 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 

Submission 17, p. 3. 
36 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, Urban 

Congestion Fund, 21 May 2021, 
https://investment.infrastructure.gov.au/key projects/initiatives/urban congestion fund.aspx 
(accessed 18 August 2021). 

37 Mr Brian Boyd, Executive Director, Australian National Audit Office, Senate Rural and Regional 
and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 16. See further 
discussion in Chapters 2 and 3.  
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development options and consider whether the project is within the scope 
of the agreed policy and/or to provide further advice into cabinet decision-
making processes. We've been undertaking this role and we will continue 
to do so. 

What makes this different to implementation of most projects under the 
NPA for the department is that the projects were identified by the 
Commonwealth, not by the state or territory partner. Final assessment of 
value for money is relevantly undertaken once the department has 
reasonably accurate information on the scope, costs and benefits of a 
project.38 

1.43 The proponents of the CCPF are a mix of state agencies and local councils, 
which submit project proposals to the Department. If the proposal is approved 
by the Minister, the proponents ‘deliver the project, certify that milestones 
have been met and claim payment’.39 

1.44 In its September 2021 submission, the Department advised that there were 
‘currently 48 commuter car parks being progressed’, with construction at the 
following stages:  

 4 complete;  
 5 underway;  
 8 to commence in 2021; 
 14 to commence in 2022; and  
 17 to commence ‘in 2023 or TBD’.40 

1.45 The Department pointed out that before construction can commence, all 
projects need to ‘progress through the necessary design, planning approval 
and environmental processes’, which can create long lead times ‘between 
Government commitment and construction commencement’.41 

Minister for Urban Infrastructure  
1.46 There were several Ministers with responsibility for the Urban Infrastructure 

portfolio during the period of administration of the CCPF, as summarised by 
the ANAO:  

 the Hon Paul Fletcher MP – Minister for Urban Infrastructure and Cities 
until 28 August 2018; 

 
38 Mr David Hallinan, Deputy Secretary, Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional 

Development and Communications, Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation 
Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 39. 

39 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, June 2021, p. 19.  

40 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 6. 

41 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 6. 
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 the Hon Alan Tudge MP – Minister for Cities, Urban Infrastructure and 
Population from 28 August 2018 to 22 December 2020; and  

 the Hon Paul Fletcher MP – Minister for Communications, Urban 
Infrastructure, Cities and the Arts from 22 December 2020 to present.42 

Australian National Audit Office  
1.47 On 28 June 2021, the ANAO presented its 47th Report of 2020-21 to the 

Parliament, reporting on the administration of the CCPF under the UCF.43 The 
performance audit report, titled Administration of Commuter Car Park Projects 
within the Urban Congestion Fund, made findings around the administration of 
the UCF by the Department.  

1.48 In conducting its audit, the ANAO applied the following criteria:  

 Was the UCF well designed? 
 Was an appropriate approach taken to identifying and selecting commuter 

car park projects?  
 Were funding decisions on commuter car park projects informed by 

appropriate advice? 
 Are approved commuter car park projects being delivered?44 

Summary of findings 
1.49 The second chapter of the ANAO report relates to the design of the UCF, while 

the remainder of the ANAO report focusses its attentions specifically on the 
CCPF program (and not the UCF more broadly). In its submission to the 
committee, the ANAO summarised its audit findings, including that:  

 the Department’s administration of the CCPF was not effective;  
 the design and implementation of the UCF relied on existing arrangements 

generic to infrastructure investment projects, because—despite the UCF 
being a $4.8 billion initiative—the Department did not develop a 
program-specific implementation plan, performance indicators or 
evaluation plan; 

 the Department’s approach to identifying and selecting commuter car park 
projects for funding commitment was not appropriate, was not designed to 
be open and transparent, and state governments and councils were not 
engaged;  

 the underlying assessment work conducted by the Department was not 
appropriate, with insufficient assessment work by the Department to satisfy 

 
42 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, June 2021, p. 8. 

43 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, June 2021. 

44 Australian National Audit Office, Submission 1, p. 1.  
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itself that projects were meritorious, would provide value for money, or 
would be eligible for funding under the National Land Transport Act 2014 
(NLT Act); and    

 the Department did not have sufficiently strong controls in place to 
establish clear delivery timelines and links between payments and 
milestones for each approved project.45 

1.50 These findings are explored further throughout the following chapters, under 
specific topic areas.  

Content and structure of report 

Engagement of the Department with the inquiry 
1.51 The committee wishes to express its disappointment with the level of 

engagement the Department has shown throughout this inquiry.  

1.52 The Department sought, and received from the committee, an extension to the 
time in which to make a submission, and was advised that further extensions 
were unlikely to be granted. In the end, the Department did not make a 
submission until 5 October 2021, nearly a month after the closing date for 
submissions. The committee suggests that the content and the quality of this 
submission does not reflect the extra time the Department took to provide it.  

1.53 The Department also took a number of verbal and written questions on notice, 
further to the committee’s public hearing on 11 November 2021. After again 
asking for an extension to the date by which to respond, and again being 
granted an extension by the committee, the Department did not meet these 
deadlines. The Department showed no urgency in responding to the 
committee or adhering to the dates it had set.  

1.54 In the absence of any acceptable explanation for the Department’s failure to 
meet reasonable deadlines, it is open to the committee to conclude that the 
Department has either taken a deliberately uncooperative approach to this 
inquiry, or is prone to serial administrative failures in relation to its obligations 
to be accountable to the Parliament.  

1.55 Either way, its conduct is contrary to its obligations to the Senate. The 
committee draws the Senate’s attention to the Department’s conduct and 
leaves it to the Senate to determine whether the Department should be 
required to provide it with an explanation of its conduct.  

Evidence considered 
1.56 As noted earlier in this chapter, the ANAO report into the CCPF made 

numerous and significant findings about the administration of the CCPF. 

 
45 Australian National Audit Office, Submission 1, p. 1. 
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These findings will be detailed throughout the report, in each relevant section 
or chapter.  

1.57 In addition, while the committee received evidence specifically related to the 
inquiry’s terms of reference, it has also had the benefit of evidence received in 
other forums—in particular, evidence given to the Senate Rural and Regional 
Affairs and Transport Legislation Committee at various estimates hearings, 
and through Orders for the Production of Documents as agreed to by the 
Senate.  This evidence is included in the report where appropriate.46 

Chapter structure  
1.58 This chapter provides background information about the establishment of the 

UCF and the CCPF, budget decisions made in relation to both Funds from 
2018-19 onwards, and the findings of the ANAO audit into the CCPF. 

1.59 Chapter 2 examines the CCPF site selection process, including the findings of 
the ANAO in relation to the majority of sites being in Victorian, Coalition-held 
electorates. This chapter also considers how the selection process has resulted 
in abandoned and delayed CCPF projects. 

1.60 The third chapter details the guidelines of the caretaker conventions and 
provides information about when decisions and announcements relating to the 
CCPF were made during 2019, particularly once the Government entered the 
caretaker period on 11 April 2019.  

1.61 Chapter 4 details the consultation process undertaken by the Department and 
the Government regarding CCPF site selection processes, and the impacts of 
inadequate consultation on the rollout of the program. 

1.62 Chapter 5 considers the evidence as to whether the UCF, and the CCPF as one 
of its subprograms, will achieve the intended aims of reducing congestion in 
urban areas. This chapter concludes with the findings and recommendations of 
the ANAO and the response of the Department in relation to how the UCF has 
been administered. 

1.63 The final chapter, Chapter 6, looks at the administration and allocation of 
government funding more broadly, including the ongoing issues with grant 
funding allocation and administration. The chapter puts forward the views 
received in evidence regarding the important role of the ANAO, enforcement 
of ministerial and other standards, and the need for a federal integrity 
commission.  

 
46 Links to the evidence from other sources can be found on the committee’s webpage. 





 

15 
 

Chapter 2 
Commuter Car Park site selection processes  

2.1 The Australian National Audit Office (ANAO) observed that projects under 
the Urban Congestion Fund (UCF) would be ‘identified and selected by the 
Australian Government’,1 and found that there was ministerial involvement in 
the selection of projects under the National Community Car Park Fund 
(CCPF). 

2.2 This chapter explores these issues further, presenting evidence on the site 
selection process for CCPF projects, including the findings of the ANAO that 
suggests the selected projects were predominantly in Coalition-held seats, in 
Victoria.  

2.3 This chapter also puts forward the views of the Department and the 
Government in response to the findings of the ANAO, including knowledge 
about the existence of a ‘top 20 marginals’ spreadsheet. This chapter also 
provides some detail on several abandoned and delayed projects under the 
CCPF and concludes with the committee’s views. 

ANAO findings – CCPF distribution 
2.4 In total, 47 CCPF projects were announced with funding of $660 million. 

The Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and 
Communications (the Department) later confirmed that of these projects, ‘six 
were de-scoped’ (ceased) and the money reallocated to other UCF and CCPF 
projects. As of 25 October 2021, four of the CCPF projects were complete and 
five were under construction.2 

2.5 As part of its audit, the ANAO examined ‘whether an appropriate approach 
was taken to identifying and selecting’ CCPF projects for Commonwealth 
funding. In examining the Department’s approach, the ANAO took into 
consideration whether the approach was ‘designed to identify and select those 
projects likely to maximise the achievement of the policy objectives within the 
available funding’, and whether it ‘promoted open, transparent and equitable 
access to funding opportunities’.3 

 
1 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, June 2021, p. 3.  

2 Mr Phil Smith, First Assistant Secretary, Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional 
Development and Communications, Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation 
Committee, Supplementary Budget Estimates Hansard, 25 October 2021, pp. 14-15.  

3 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 38. 
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Geographic and political profiles of CCPF sites  
2.6 The ANAO found that the CCPF ‘project distribution reflected the geographic 

and political profile of those given the opportunity to identify candidate 
projects for funding consideration’. Project identification included ‘canvassing 
the Member of the House of Representatives for 23 electorates, as well as 
Coalition senators or candidates for six electorates then held by the Australian 
Labor Party or Centre Alliance’.4 

2.7 The ANAO found that, nationally, ’77 per cent of the commuter car park sites 
selected were in Coalition-held electorates and a further 10 per cent were in 
one of the six non-Coalition electorates canvassed’. The ANAO further 
observed that:  

 64 per cent of projects were located in Melbourne, representing more 
than 2.5 times the number of projects located in Sydney 
notwithstanding that Infrastructure Australia has identified that the 
majority of the most congested roads in Australia are located in Sydney; 
and  

 the Melbourne projects were predominantly located towards the South-
East, whereas data shows that Melbourne’s most congested roads in 
2016, and as forecast [for] 2031, are predominantly in the North-West.5 

2.8 Overall, the majority (64 per cent) of CCPF projects were located in Victoria, 
the majority of which (83 per cent) were located in an electorate held by the 
Coalition at the time of selection. The most successful electorates selected for 
CCPF projects were all Coalition-held, as follows:  

 Goldstein – six projects;  
 Deakin – five projects; 
 Kooyong – four projects; and 
 Banks – four projects.6 

2.9 The ANAO undertook an analysis of the distribution of projects and funding 
by state, and the location of the most congested roads. The ANAO found that 
‘the majority of the most congested roads in Australia’ are located in Greater 
Sydney, and that ‘the proportion of the 10 most congested roads that are 

 
4 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 53. 

5 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 53. 

6 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, pp. 57-59.  The Members for each of these 
electorates are, in order: the Hon Tim Wilson MP; the Hon Michael Sukkar MP; the Hon Josh 
Frydenberg MP and the Hon David Coleman MP. 
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located in South East Queensland is forecast to exceed Greater Melbourne in 
2031’.7 

ANAO findings 
2.10 The committee presents below the findings of the ANAO in relation the 

distribution of candidate CCPF projects. By analysing the 47 car park sites, the 
ANAO found that:  

 36 sites were recorded as having been raised by ‘colleagues’, being 
Federal Members of Parliament, Federal Senators, candidates for a 
federal seat and/or their Offices. Five of these 36 sites also had other 
avenues recorded: 

− one site had been put forward by a NSW Minister; 
− for three sites the records stated ‘Committed to by Federal Labor’; 
− one site had been put forward by the NSW Minister and its records 

also stated ‘Committed to by Federal Labor’; 

 four sites were identified within the Australian Government but the 
means of identification were not apparent from the records examined. 
Of these four sites: 

− three sites comprised a single project (the ‘Commuter Car Park 
Upgrades — Northern Lines’ project in Victoria); and 

− one was the project at Mitcham;8 

 seven sites were Coalition election commitments; and 
 none of the sites were identified by, or via, the Department of 

Infrastructure.9 

2.11 The ANAO continued that ‘the opportunity to identify UCF candidates was 
offered in relation to at least 29 Federal electorates’ and therefore the 
‘distribution of projects selected for funding commitment reflect the 
geographic and political profile of those given the opportunity to identify 
candidates’. The ANAO then detailed the electorate profile of the 47 car park 
sites selected for funding, as follows:   

• 35 sites were located in 14 of the 29 Federal electorates canvassed; 

 two further sites located in neighbouring electorates were identified by 
the offices of the Federal Members holding two of the 29 Federal 
electorates canvassed; 

 
7 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 55. 

8 The Mitcham project is discussed more fully later in the report.  

9 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 53. 
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 six sites were put forward for funding consideration by the office of the 
Federal Member, without being canvassed. Specifically, records show 
that: 

− two sites were put forward by the office of the Federal Member for 
the Coalition-held electorate of Hume (the sites were located in a 
neighbouring electorate); 

− four sites were put forward by the office of the Federal Member for 
the Coalition-held electorate of Kooyong; and 

 the origins of the other four were not evident to the ANAO from the 
records examined (one was located in a Coalition-held electorate and 
three were in ALP-held electorates).10 

The ‘top 20 marginals’ spreadsheet  
2.12 The ANAO went into detail about the information which was passed between 

the Department and the Minister’s office, in ‘informing the targeting of the 
initial $1 billion’ of the UCF. The following information is drawn from the 
ANAO report.  

2.13 On 2 November 2018, the Department provided the Minister’s Office a draft 
list of 19 proposed UCF projects, across seven states/territories. The covering 
email stated: 

Here is the list as it currently stands following analysis of the modelling 
and chats with all but one of the states. Don’t put too much stock in the 
actual profiles. They still need work and are purely indicative to show 
funding expended over the [Forward Estimates]. … 

Happy to exchange lists when you’re ready.11 

2.14 Later on 2 November, the Department provided the Minister’s Office 
state-by-state spreadsheets, presenting data analysis against 25 projects that it 
had identified, including the 19 proposed in the email (see quote above). The 
ANAO detailed in its report that each project description was accompanied by 
information and analysis that included, but was not limited to, whether: 

 traffic was forecasted to ‘increase further above’, ‘increase towards’ or 
‘increase but below’ the route’s capacity;  

 it was a major freight route and/or a major commuter corridor; 
 the project was on the Infrastructure Australia Priority List and, if so, 

was considered to be a: High Priority Project; Priority Project; High 
Priority Initiative; or Priority Initiative; and 

 there were planned, existing or prior funding commitments to the 
project made by state or Australian governments.12 

 
10 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 54. 

11 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 27. 



19 
 

 

2.15 A week later, on 9 November 2018, the Department emailed a package of 
materials to the Minister's Office and the Deputy Prime Minister's Office, 
including its proposed list of 19 UCF projects, with the ANAO noting that 
‘further work had been done on the project costs and forecasts, with the 
proposed UCF contribution totalling $1 billion’.13 

2.16 The ANAO detailed that the ‘package presented analysis and information in 
support of the department’s claims that the proposed projects would target 
both freight and commuter congestion in areas of high population growth.’ 
The ANAO then observed that, on 29 November 2018:  

… the Minister’s Office requested the department incorporate in its 
2 November state-by-state spreadsheets some potential projects the 
Minister’s Office had identified, ‘with another column added in to signify 
how the priority was identified’. The Minister’s Office advised that it 
would then go through the spreadsheets with the Prime Minister’s Office 
and the Deputy Prime Minister’s Office, ahead of a related meeting 
between the Minister for Urban Infrastructure and the Prime Minister.14 

2.17 Following this request, the Department emailed the Minister’s Office the 
requested spreadsheets on 30 November 2018. The spreadsheet now included 
51 potential projects. According to the added column headed ‘Priority 
identified by’:  

… 26 had been identified by the department (of which 12 were recorded as 
also being a priority of the state government); 24 had been identified by the 
Minister’s Office; and one by the NSW government.  

Reflecting the limited information provided to the department and the 
one-day turnaround, the spreadsheets only contained analysis against two 
of the 24 projects identified by the Minister’s Office, as well as against the 
one project identified by the NSW government. 

Following its consultations, the Minister’s Office provided a revised list of 
potential projects to the department in December 2018. A final list of 
39 projects was selected by the Australian Government in January 2019 for 
allocation of the $1 billion. Nine of the 39 projects selected had been put 
forward by the department following its analysis. 

2.18 The ANAO noted that funding for one of the nine projects selected by 
Department was ‘withdrawn following state government consultation, on the 
basis that there were no projects that could be reasonably undertaken along 
the selected road corridor within the funding proposed’. The remaining eight 

 
12 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, pp. 27-28. 

13 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 28. 

14 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 28. 
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selected projects put forward by the Department ‘proceeded to inclusion on 
the Schedules to the National Partnership Agreement’.15 

2.19 The ANAO advised in its report that the Minister’s Office had requested the 
advice of the Department on 42 commuter car park sites that were candidates 
for selection. Of these, 37 were selected for funding by 31 March 2021 
(88 per cent). The ANAO noted that ‘the records examined do not outline that 
departmental advice was sought on the other ten projects selected for funding 
commitment’. The ANAO found that: 

The department did not provide advice on one of the 42 candidate projects, 
being a car park upgrade at the Berwick train station that was selected for 
funding. The advice had been requested in September 2018, prior to the 
UCF being used to fund such projects and prior to the National Commuter 
Car Park Fund being established.16 

2.20 The ANAO determined that the Department had given advice to the Minister 
via three briefing attachments. The first briefing included departmental 
comments on 12 CCPF projects, and the other two ‘contained related 
commentary in relation to 29 commuter car park projects that indicated 
insufficient information had been gathered at project identification stage 
and/or provided to the department to form its advice’.17 

2.21 In terms of approvals, the ANAO found incomplete records for the decisions 
made about the Gosford and Mitcham CCPF sites. In relation to Gosford, the 
ANAO provided the following timeline:  

 On 11 January 2019, the Prime Minister agreed to a list of projects 
proposed by the Deputy Prime Minister and the Minister for Urban 
Infrastructure which did not include Gosford. 

 In March 2019, the department asked the Minister’s Office about its 
reference to Gosford when requesting an amendment to a draft 
announcement package as the department did not have it listed as an 
approved project. The Minister’s Office responded that Gosford was 
one of the car park projects. 

 The Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet subsequently asked 
the Department of Infrastructure on 14 March 2019 to confirm whether 
Gosford was part of the originally agreed package of projects, an 
addition to that package or a separate new addition. The department 
responded that ‘Gosford is part of the car park package’. 

 
15 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, pp. 27-28. See Chapter 1 for information on the 
NPA schedules.  

16 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 49. 

17 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 49. 
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 On 27 March 2019, the Prime Minister announced funding for 
commuter car parking at Gosford.18 

2.22 More alarmingly, the ANAO found that the authority for the Mitcham station 
was only a media statement by the Prime Minister. The ANAO detailed that 
‘the Minister’s office emailed the Department on 31 January 2019’ advising that 
the PMO had given approval for the site.19 

2.23 When asked by the ANAO, in February 2021, for evidence of the authority to 
select this car park site, the Department provided a ‘copy of the joint media 
release by the Prime Minister and the Minister for Urban Infrastructure’ of 
7 February 2019,20 which announced funding for six sites, including Mitcham. 
The Department argued that:  

There is precedent established by the Department for the Prime Minister 
and Cabinet that a media announcement by the Prime Minister constitutes 
relevant authority to progress a project.21 

Advice provided by the Department  
2.24 The ANAO concluded that Departmental analysis after these events was 

‘limited largely to ad hoc advice on individual candidates by request’, and 
there were ‘two formal briefings during this period providing departmental 
advice on lists of potential UCF projects’.22 

2.25 The ANAO provided detail on these two briefings. For the first, which took 
place 26 March 2019, the Department had four days to prepare. For the second, 
on 5 April 2019, the Department only had two days. The ANAO documented 
the Department’s advice on each occasion, as follows: 

 In the briefing of 26 March 2019, the Department made clear that it was ‘not 
in a position to recommend allocating…funding…or provide detailed 
advice on the relative merits, scope or funding profiles, given the limited 
time and information available’. The Department instead provided high-
level comments on the proposals, ‘based on existing information and 
transport modelling previously conducted’. 

 
18 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, pp. 39-40. 

19 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 40. 

20 While the report states 2018, the press release was issued on 7 February 2019 – available at: 
https://www.pm.gov.au/media/121-million-bust-congestion-east-and-south-east-melbourne 

21 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 40. 

22 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 28. 
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 In the briefing of 5 April 2019, the Department again advised it was ‘not in a 
position to recommend funding the proposed projects or provide detailed 
advice on the relative merits, scope or costings of the potential projects, 
given the limited time and information available’. The Department again 
provided high-level comments on the proposals, ‘based on existing 
information, traffic modelling previously conducted and consideration the 
UCF principles’.23 

2.26 As part of the April 2019 briefing, the Department also stated that: 

Commentary and analysis on the proposed projects for the CCF 
[commuter car park fund] are particularly general as the information 
provided was based on stations alone, with no further details as to current 
car parking or capacity upgrades envisaged. The Department does not 
currently have access to the detailed information on train station car 
parks.24 

2.27 The ANAO made the point that the advice did not include an assessment of 
the project, or advice on ‘project feasibility, cost, risks or value for money’ and 
‘there was no information provided on the need for additional parking bays at 
the proposed sites’.25 

2.28 The ANAO made a number of pointed comments about the briefings provided 
by the Department, observing that they:  

… did not suggest that the Minister (or the Australian Government) record 
the basis for selection decisions. Nor did the department assist the Minister 
to record an assessment of the merits of candidate projects against the UCF 
investment principles or policy objectives. For example, the department 
could have provided an assessment and/or selection template to complete 
so as to facilitate transparency and accountability in decision-making (as 
the department has done when administering other funding programs).26 

Evidence to the Senate 
2.29 At a Budget Estimates hearing of the Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport 

Legislation Committee (RRAT committee) on 19 July 2021, the ANAO 
provided further information about how projects for the CCPF were 
canvassed. Mr Brian Boyd, an Executive Director at the ANAO, informed the 
RRAT committee that Minister Tudge and ‘two ministerial officers essentially 

 
23 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 49. 

24 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 49. 

25 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
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handled the canvassing process’, which took place primarily between 
September 2018 and April 2019.27 

2.30 Mr Boyd continued that the best way to explain it was as a ‘to do list’, which 
started initially ‘as being top 20 marginals’. Mr Boyd elaborated that:  

The key thing was to touch base with the top 20 marginals through either 
the member of the House of Representatives if it was an electorate held by 
the coalition or the relevant duty senator in four other electorates. It turned 
out to be endorsed candidates in two other electorates. It was to ask them, 
'What projects in your electorate do you think are worthy of being put 
through this program?' That canvassing wasn't just car park projects; it 
was the broader UCF. In lieu of a public call for applications, where you've 
got a large number of competing applications to compare against, it was 
already a narrowed-down process of basically saying these—I said top 20 
marginals; that's where it started.  

It ended up being 23 coalition held plus six other electorates, so 
29 electorates. It was either the member, the candidate, the duty officer or 
their officers that were asked, 'What would you like to put forward for 
consideration?' Not everything that came forward ended up being 
included on the list. As you can probably gather, though they started with 
the top 20 marginals, the field of electorates being canvassed widened a 
little bit over time but didn't extend to all 151 federal electorates, for 
example.28 

2.31 The committee has reproduced the evidence provided to the RRAT committee, 
given its importance to highlighting the issues with the administration of the 
CCPF:   

Mr Boyd: The best way to explain it is as a to-do list: 'Here's what we have 
to do.' The key thing was within— 

Senator GALLAGHER: From whose office, sorry? 

Mr Boyd: Within Minister Tudge's office. One of the key tasks to be done 
was to canvass what was initially called the top 20 marginals as to what 
they would like to see funded through the Urban Congestion Fund. 
Separately, there is a tracking sheet by electorate, explaining where they 
got to in terms of getting a list put forward or making contact to eventually 
getting a list put forward. 

Senator GALLAGHER: So the tracking sheet is separate to the 
spreadsheets that your audit talks about? 

Mr Boyd: Yes. The spreadsheets we talk about in the audit report are state 
based spreadsheets, where at different points in time they would be 
saying, 'What are we looking at potentially funding at this point in time?' 
So they'd do a spreadsheet by state of individual projects. These other 

 
27 Mr Brian Boyd, Executive Director, Australian National Audit Office, Senate Rural and Regional 
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documents, if you like, were more overarching—who is in the field to be 
canvassed, and where are we up to with that canvassing?—if that makes 
sense. 

Senator GALLAGHER: So Minister Tudge or his office led a process, 
called the top 20 marginals, that had a tracking sheet. Through that, the 
people in those marginal seats, which later got pushed out to 
29 electorates, were invited to submit projects. This was shared with 
another couple of ministerial offices, did you say? 

Mr Boyd: The audit report says there were two ministerial offices involved 
in the canvassing. Most of that was done out of Minister Tudge's office, 
touching base with either the elected member or their office, the duty 
centre or their office or the two candidates for Mayo and Macnamara. 

Senator GALLAGHER: What were the other two offices? 

Mr Boyd: The two offices were Minister Tudge's office, which did most of 
the canvassing—and some of the canvassing was done out of the PMO. 

Senator GALLAGHER: That was done by a staff member, was it—a senior 
adviser? I'm not asking for a name. 

Mr Boyd: That's correct, yes—in each of them. 

Senator GALLAGHER: Just out of interest, was there a similar contact 
point to the community sport infrastructure grants?  

Mr Boyd: The PMO one was the same person.29 

2.32 In terms of the Ministers involved, Mr Boyd advised that:  

The office that was primarily leading the canvassing for UCF, and car 
parks in that, was Minister Tudge's office, not the PMO. The PMO was 
involved in it, but the office that had the lead on this was Minister Tudge's 
office. So it wasn't the PMO, but there was involvement.  

… The evidence shows that, in some cases, it was the local member or duty 
senator who was actually engaging with the PMO, who would then pass 
that through to the minister's office, as well as obviously being involved in 
that process. 'Okay, which projects, based on the canvassing, are we going 
to propose that the Prime Minister agree to at this point in time?' There 
was involvement there as well.30 

2.33 Mr Boyd was of the view that to ‘some extent it appeared there was a menu; it 
would be $10 million or $15 million’ for each CCPF project—rather than a 
detailed analysis of the cost for each car park at each site over a certain period 
of time.31 

 
29 Mr Brian Boyd, Executive Director, Australian National Audit Office, and Senator Katy Gallagher, 

Senate Rural and Regional and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 
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and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 18.  
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Role of the Department  
2.37 The ANAO made significant findings around the actions of the Department in 

administering the UCF, and specifically the administration and 
implementation of the CCPF program. The ANAO found the Department’s 
administration of CCPF projects was ‘not effective’, and also reported findings 
in relation to the actions of the Department and Ministers in allocating funding 
to numerous CCPF projects.   

2.38 The committee received similar evidence highlighting concerns with the 
allocation of funding under the CCPF, with witnesses and submitters 
commenting on the lack of proper process and transparency around funding 
allocations, and also expressing alarm over the projected cost of some of the 
projects. 

2.39 The ANAO made the following observations about the Department’s failings 
in regard to the identification and selection of CCPF projects, concluding that:  

The department’s approach to identifying and selecting commuter car park 
projects for funding commitment was not appropriate. It was not designed 
to be open or transparent. The department did not engage with state 
governments and councils, which increased the risk that selected projects 
would not deliver the desired outcomes at the expected cost to the 
Australian Government. Departmental advice did not contain an 
assessment against the investment principles or policy objectives and it 
was not demonstrated that projects were selected on merit. The 
distribution of projects selected reflected the geographic and political 
profile of those given the opportunity by the government to identify 
candidates for funding consideration.43 

Government and Department response 

Ministers 
2.40 Following the release of the ANAO report, in August 2021 the Hon Alan 

Tudge MP, who during the CCPF selection process was Minister for Urban 
Infrastructure, was asked about the process for selecting car parks for funding 
under the UCF. The Minister stated that the ‘commuter car park sites were 
chosen on the basis of need’, and that the need was greatest in Melbourne. The 
Minister continued that:  

… by far and away the greatest infrastructure funding that we’ve had, 
particularly in Melbourne which has been focus of this, has been in the 
west and the northwest of Melbourne. By far and away the three biggest 
mega projects that we’ve had were all in the west and the northwest of 
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Melbourne through these Labor areas. They were chosen based on need as 
well.44 

2.41 Questions were put to the Minister as to whether decisions for the CCPF had 
been made for political reasons, rather than for infrastructure needs. Minister 
Tudge noted that the ANAO had found that all decisions had been made 
lawfully and when asked about the alleged ‘top 20 marginals’ seat 
spreadsheet, said he was ‘not aware of such a list’, and was not aware of any 
movement of such a spreadsheet between his office, and the Prime Minister’s 
Office (PMO).45 

2.42 The Hon Paul Fletcher MP, current Minister for Urban Infrastructure has also 
defended the program, suggesting that the government has been ‘very 
transparent in relation to the car parks program’. The Minister also said that 
‘Alan Tudge made the decisions he did based on the policy and commitment 
to reduce congestion’ and were therefore based on need.46 

2.43 As shown later in this chapter, Minister Fletcher has on several occasions 
refused to provide the relevant documents to the Senate to support these 
claims, instead making public interest immunity claims over the material.  

Spreadsheets and maps 
2.44 During the Budget Estimates hearing on 19 July 2021, the Department clarified 

that the ‘top 20 marginals’ spreadsheet was not a document held by the 
Department and it was ‘not formally’ on its systems, and provided the 
following information: 

 Ministerial staff have emails supported by departments;  
 the ANAO may have accessed the inboxes of ministerial staff, which the 

Department does not have access to; and  
 the Department, to the best of its knowledge, was not aware of ever having 

seen a ‘top 20 marginals’ spreadsheet, a map or similar documents 
including any ‘electorate targeting strategy’ and further, that it ‘wouldn’t 
deal with a document with that sort of a title’.47  

 
44 The Hon Alan Tudge MP, Minister for Communications, Urban Infrastructure, Cities and the Arts, 

Ministers’ Media Centre, Doorstop, Mural Hall APH: Transcript, 4 August 2021, 
https://ministers.dese.gov.au/tudge/doorstop-mural-hall-aph (accessed 27 August 2021). 

45 The Hon Alan Tudge MP, Minister for Communications, Urban Infrastructure, Cities and the Arts, 
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2.45 Following the hearing on 19 July 2021, the Department reiterated its position in 
response to question taken on notice, stating that ‘none of the spreadsheets’ 
referenced by the ANAO in its audit report ‘contained information regarding 
location of proposed [CCPF] projects by electorate’. The Department clarified 
that during the hearing on 19 July, when referring to spreadsheets, it was 
referring specifically to a column on the spreadsheet ‘identifying who had 
proposed the project’.48 

2.46 The Department also stated that spreadsheets that were provided to them by 
the Government included advice such as project name, general geographic 
area, a brief project description, information on any existing commitments, 
supporting information, funding and ‘information was added during the 
process to outline where the project had been identified’.49 

2.47 The Department has also said that it was ‘not aware of any map that outlined 
potential projects’ under the UCF, against ‘top 20 targets’.50 The Department 
continued that:  

The package of materials provided by the Department to the Minister’s 
Office on 9 November 2018 … contained a series of draft maps of major 
capital cities and the locations of projects proposed under the initial 
commitment of $1 billion to the Urban Congestion Fund. … No electorate 
data was included in the project description and electorate boundaries 
were not marked on the map.51 

ANAO advice  
2.48 The ANAO clarified, on notice, how it came to be aware of the spreadsheets 

and maps, in light of the claims of the Department that they had never seen 
them—or at least had not seen any spreadsheets relating to the ‘top 20 
marginal’ electorate seats. The ANAO advised that as per its usual audit 
practice, the records it examined ‘included spreadsheets and other records 
saved in the department’s record management system, in SharePoint, in a 

 
Communications, Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget 
Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, pp. 41-43; 53. 
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Rural and Regional and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates, 19 July 2021, answers 
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system drive and in the Parliamentary Document Management System’. It 
continued that:  

As is also common in ANAO performance audits, the records examined 
also included relevant email accounts provided by the Department of 
Infrastructure. The accounts examined were ‘infrastructure.gov.au’ email 
accounts of relevant officials and Ministerial Advisers … Within the 
Ministerial Advisor email accounts collected, the ANAO examined those 
email communications that were relevant to the design and administration 
of the Urban Congestion Fund, including of the Commuter Car Park Fund 
component.52 

2.49 The ANAO also advised that ‘some of the email communications transacted by 
Advisers using their “infrastructure.gov.au” account did not include 
departmental officials and, of these, some contained spreadsheets, tables or 
other attachments that had not been prepared by the department and were not 
subsequently sent to the department’.53 

2.50 At the RRAT hearing on 19 July, the committee also sought clarification on 
whether the Department had sought legal advice on the administration of the 
UCF and the CCPF and was informed that it:  

… regularly seeks advice on the administration of programs. Advice 
relating to intermodals and carparks was provided to the Department on 
28 August 2018, 23 May 2019, 28 May 2020, 16 June 2020, 27 August 2020 
and 19 February 2021.54 

Production of documents to the Senate 
2.51 Concurrent with this inquiry, numerous requests for documentation related to 

the selection of CCPF project sites, including the maps, spreadsheets and any 
legal advice relating to the CCPF program have been requested by the Senate.  

2.52 The Department’s view was that its advice on program design and project 
identification was ‘subject to cabinet confidentiality, as deliberative advice 
informing cabinet deliberative processes’.55 Before the RRAT committee, the 
Department said it was not able to provide the spreadsheets as they 
constituted ‘deliberative advice from the Department into government 
decision-making processes’. 

 
52 Australian National Audit Office, Senate Rural and Regional and Transport Legislation 
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2.53 The Department then gave somewhat contradictory evidence at the hearing on 
19 July, noting both that they would refer the matter of providing documents 
to the Minister regarding a claim of public interest immunity (PII), and that 
they had already commenced this discussion with the Minister’s office during 
the week prior to the hearing.56 

Orders for the production of documents 
2.54 Two Orders for the Production of Documents (OPDs) were passed by the 

Senate, on 23 August and 20 October 2021, for documents relating to the UCF 
and the CCPF. The OPDs requested: 

The following documents discussed during a public hearing of the Rural 
and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation Committee on 19 July 2021: 

(a) any email or document setting out the list of 'top twenty marginal 
seats' to be 'canvassed' for projects as part of the Urban Congestion 
Fund (UCF), as referred to by Mr Brian Boyd of the Australian 
National Audit Office (ANAO) in the Committee Hansard; 

(b) any spreadsheets created by the Department of Infrastructure, 
Transport and Regional Development for the purpose of setting out 
proposed UCF projects, as referenced in paragraphs 2.30 to 2.32 of the 
ANAO's report, Administration of commuter car park projects within 
the UCF; 

(c) any spreadsheets created by, originating in, or shared between the 
Prime Minister's office and the offices of the Minister for 
Infrastructure, Transport and Regional Development, the Minister for 
Communications, Urban Infrastructure, Cities and the Arts, or any 
other minister, setting out proposed UCF projects, as referenced in 
paragraphs 2.30 to 2.32 of the ANAO's report, Administration of 
commuter car park projects within the UCF; and 

(d) any maps or attached schedules referred to by Mr Boyd of the ANAO 
in the Committee Hansard, setting out where the projected 
UCF expenditure would take place and the party affiliation of the seats 
in which that expenditure would occur.57 

2.55 In response, on 21 October 2021 the Hon Paul Fletcher MP, Minister for Urban 
Infrastructure, provided the following information:  

 neither Minister Fletcher or his office, or the Department had ‘seen any 
document matching the description of the Order’ (the ‘top twenty marginal 
seats’ spreadsheet), and without having any such document to hand could 
not consider a claim of public interest immunity; 

 
56 Mr Simon Atkinson, Secretary, Mr David Hallinan, Deputy Secretary, and Mr Phil Smith, First 
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 neither Minister Fletcher or his office, or the Department had seen any 
document matching the description of ‘any maps or attached schedules’ 
referred to by the ANAO; and without having any such document to hand 
could not consider a claim of public interest immunity.58 

2.56 The Minister also drew attention to a PII claim he had made to the RRAT 
committee, dated 4 August 2021. That claim responded to requests for 
spreadsheets referred to in the ANAO audit report, and for legal advice 
received in relation to the treatment of car parks. Minister Fletcher made the 
argument in that PII claim that:   

 release of the spreadsheets referred to in the ANAO report (separate to the 
‘top 20 marginals’ spreadsheet) would disclose the deliberations of Cabinet; 
and  

 release of the legal advice received in relation to the treatment of car parks 
would be exempt from production in legal proceedings based on legal 
professional privilege.59 

Views of submitters 
2.57 A number of compelling observations and arguments were put forward by 

submitters and witnesses, about the role of the executive government and of 
the Department in selecting the sites for the CCPF. 

2.58 For example, Mr Tony Harris, a former Auditor-General for NSW, concluded 
that it was ‘no accident’ that ‘ministerial and ministerial offices’ involvement 
in the Sports Infrastructure Program, as in this CCPP, involved the use of 
Coalition and marginal seat information to inform the disbursement of public 
funds’. He continued that:  

It is no co-incidence that the Prime Minister’s Office was closely involved 
in the distribution of grants in the Sports infrastructure Program as it was 
in the proposed spending under the CCPP.60 

2.59 Mr Harris suggested that the most significant administrative error of the 
Department was its automatic response to recommend to ministers, the 
projects selected by the Minister, ‘notwithstanding the absence of merit or 
value for money’.61 Mr Harris suggested that if the selection occurred as a 
government decision ‘there has been a clear failure in process and law’ and 
that:  

… minsters acted unlawfully because they had made decisions without 
obtaining reasonable reassurance that the spending was efficient, effective, 

 
58 The response of the Minister to the OPD can be found on the APH webpage. 
59 The public interest immunity claim made by Minister Fletcher to the Senate Rural and Regional 

and Transport Legislation Committee can be found on the RRAT Budget Estimates webpage. 
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61 Mr Tony Harris, Submission 12, [p. 4]. 
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economical, and ethical, as required by s71 of the Public Governance, 
Performance and Accountability Act 2013. 

…. 

In the selected cases decided before the caretaker period commenced there 
was no evidence and ministers made no reasonable inquiries.62 

2.60 Similar points were made by Mr Harris when he appeared before the 
committee. Mr Harris expressed his surprise ‘that the Prime Minister denied 
any involvement in the sports grants program’, and continued that:  

… In the car parks … we saw that it was a press release that he issued that 
was apparently taken as authorisation for one project, even though it's not 
clear that the Prime Minister had the relevant delegation to make that 
decision. These little points about the Westminster system being ignored 
and a presidential system being established are very intriguing.63 

2.61 Mr Harris also voiced concerns about the ultimate sites selected for the CCPF 
projects, observing that:  

… taxpayers' money was used like lollies in a lolly shop to try to entice 
voters to support them. So we have four car parks in Kooyong on the basis 
that that was the needs of the coalition party—not on the basis of public 
needs, because, in looking at public needs, you would look at relative 
public needs. Certainly Melbourne had the highest population growth; 
Kooyong actually had a decline in population. Sydney had more urban 
congestion than Melbourne. Brisbane had the highest relative population 
growth. If you want to dispense government moneys, you do it in a way 
that is proper, efficient, effective, economical and ethical, and there is no 
way that this program met any of those objectives.64 

2.62 Professor Richard Mulgan suggested that while most of the negative public 
commentary on the funding allocations focussed on the skewed allocation to 
Coalition electorates, it was ‘equally if not more important’ to consider the 
‘major failure of administrative process in the Department … that led to this 
outcome’. Professor Mulgan was of the view that:  

Administration of the program exhibits a breath-taking disregard for the 
standard government procedures expected when handling public funds. 
It represents a serious breach of the public service’s role as guardian of due 
process, which is required by the APS values and the Public Service Act.65 

2.63 Professor Mulgan made a distinction between the failure of administrative 
process, and the ‘bias revealed’ in the approved proposals but continued that 
both the Department and ministers ‘treated the funds as their own electoral 
war-chest to be spent as they saw fit for the government’s own political 

 
62 Mr Tony Harris, Submission 12, [pp. 2, 3].  

63 Mr Tony Harris, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 November 2021, p. 26. 

64 Mr Tony Harris, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 November 2021, p. 27. 

65 Professor Richard Mulgan, Submission 5, [p. 1].  
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benefit’, with no concern for either public interest or accountability, or for 
proper process.66 

2.64 Professor Mulgan noted that the Department was responsible for developing 
the administrative framework for the program and seeking the approval of 
ministers, and the ministers were responsible for giving officials ‘sufficient 
time, resources and support to administer the framework as they processed 
ministerial recommendations’. Despite these responsibilities, the Professor 
argued that both the Department and ministers were ‘clearly negligent in their 
attention to process’, with no one in government yet claiming any 
responsibility for wrongdoing.67 

Committee views 
2.65 The misallocation of funds under the CCPF reflects an endemic culture within 

the Government of using public money for political purposes, given its 
parallels to the Government’s administration of the Community Sport 
Infrastructure Grants Program which was mired in political interference and 
failures of governance. While the committee notes the CCPF was not a grant 
program, the politically motivated misallocation of infrastructure funding 
corrodes public trust in government spending decisions. 

2.66 The committee notes with concern the involvement of the Prime Minister’s 
Office in canvassing for CCPF projects in marginal seats, and the highly 
unusual and unethical process of allocating funding under a $4.6 billion 
program essentially through ministerial offices and through the suggestions of 
Government members and candidates. The result has been the substantial 
misallocation of public funds.  

2.67 Further, the geographic location of the selected CCPF projects confirms the 
exclusivity of the canvassing process—which resulted in the creation and use 
of the ‘top 20 marginals’ spreadsheet. It also resulted in the areas with the 
greatest need for reducing congestion received little to no funding. The focus 
on Victoria has left areas in New South Wales and Queensland ignored for the 
purposes of the UCF. 

2.68 The disregard for proper executive decision-making, governance and use of 
taxpayer’s money has been evident throughout the CCPF site selection 
process. Perhaps one of the most egregious aspects of CCPF site selection is the 
idea that a press release is considered sufficient authority by which to progress 
a project and allocate millions of dollars in funding, especially as the site had 
not yet been properly considered regarding its feasibility and necessity for a 
new commuter car park.  

 
66 Professor Richard Mulgan, Submission 5, [p. 2].  

67 Professor Richard Mulgan, Submission 5, [p. 2].  
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2.69 While the Department suggested that press releases had previously been used 
as an authority by the public service for an agreed decision, no satisfactory 
examples could be offered. The ANAO asked for evidence of any executive 
government decision about the Mitcham program, and none could be 
provided. 

Role of the Prime Minister’s Office 
2.70 The ANAO provided clear evidence during Budget Estimates that it was the 

same officer in the Prime Minister’s Office involved with both the selection of 
CCPF projects, and the Community Sport Infrastructure Grants Program. The 
findings of the ANAO also indicate that not only the CCPF but the entire UCF 
program is vulnerable to politically-motivated misallocations of funding.  

2.71 The committee is persuaded by the evidence that both the Prime Minister’s 
office and Minister Tudge’s office were central in the coordination of the 
exclusive canvassing of Coalition MPs and candidates, in marginal 
Coalition-held seats and targeted Opposition-held seats, and in the 
development of the ‘top 20 marginals’ spreadsheet.  

2.72 In addition, the committee has formed the view that the evidence strongly 
points to the Prime Minister being aware of the canvassing process and that 
either he or his office approved all the car park projects within the scope of the 
ANAO audit.  

2.73 The committee therefore calls for the Prime Minister to provide a full 
explanation to the Parliament about his involvement in decisions made about 
CCPF projects and funding, and anyone associated with the Prime Minister’s 
Office, the Deputy Prime Minister’s Office and any other Ministerial Offices in 
the allocation of funding under the CCPF.   

Recommendation 1 
2.74 The committee recommends that the Prime Minister table to the House of 

Representatives, no later than Friday 17 December 2021, a full explanation to 
the Parliament of the role that he, the Prime Minister’s Office, the then 
Deputy Prime Minister’s Office, and any other Ministerial Offices and staff 
played in the allocation of funding under the Commuter Car Park Fund.  
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Chapter 3 
Funding and selection announcements 

3.1 The Australian National Audit Office’s (ANAO) findings sparked a public 
debate about the inappropriate use of public funds and a lack of transparency 
and accountability around the actions of the government and its departments. 
In the case of the Commuter Car Park Fund (CCPF), these concerns have been 
exacerbated by fact that funding allocations made for CCPF projects are not 
grants, and therefore are even less likely to be properly considered and 
scrutinised under the Commonwealth Grant Rules and Guidelines.  

3.2 This chapter focusses on the questions which have been asked around the 
timing of the announcement of the selected CCPF sites, including how the 
announcements around the selected sites came to be announced during the 
election period and could amount to election commitments—despite being 
decisions taken by executive government prior to the election.  

3.3 This chapter considers the timing of decisions around the CCPF and their 
subsequent announcement, and also details the findings of the ANAO about 
the timing of CCPF project selections. This chapter also presents the evidence 
of the ANAO regarding CCPF project funding approval.  

Caretaker conventions  
3.4 Before considering the timing of the CCPF announcements, it is worth 

detailing the caretaker conventions which come into play when an election is 
called, and the House of Representatives is dissolved.  

3.5 In November 2018, the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet (PM&C) 
issued the most recent version of the Guidance on Caretaker Conventions (the 
Guidance), which details how the business of government should proceed 
following the dissolution of the House of Representatives.1 

3.6 The Guidance recognises that: 

… with the dissolution of the House, the Executive cannot be held 
accountable for its decisions in the normal manner, and that every general 
election carries the possibility of a change of government.2 

3.7 Notwithstanding the dissolution of the House, the Guidance notes that the 
business of government needs to continue and that ‘ordinary matters of 

 
1   The previous version of the Conventions was issued in 2016, with the 2018 version noting that it 

was ‘identical in most respects to the Guidance that was issued in 2016’. Department of the Prime 
Minister and Cabinet, Guidance on Caretaker Conventions, November 2018, p. 1.  

2 Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, Guidance on Caretaker Conventions, November 2018, 
p. 1. 
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administration still need to be addressed’. This is achieved via a series of 
practices known as ‘caretaker conventions’, which aim to ensure that the 
government in place prior to an election does ‘not bind an incoming 
government and limit its freedom of actions’. The Guidance notes that 
adherence to the caretaker conventions means a government avoids: 

 making major policy decisions that are likely to commit an incoming 
government; 

 making significant appointments; and  
 entering major contracts or undertakings.3 

3.8 The Guidance also makes the point that the caretaker conventions help to 
ensure neutrality of the public service and that no one political party is 
favoured. The Guidance notes that: 

There are also established practices associated with the caretaker 
conventions that are directed at protecting the apolitical nature of the 
public service and avoiding the use of Commonwealth resources in a 
manner to advantage a particular party. The conventions and practices also 
aim to prevent controversies about the role of the public service distracting 
attention from the substantive issues in the election campaign.4 

3.9 The Guidance does, however, make clear that the ‘conventions are neither 
legally binding nor hard and fast rules’. Further, it says that application of the 
caretaker conventions to individual cases requires ‘judgement and common 
sense’.5 

3.10 While PM&C is able to provide some advice to agencies on the application of 
the conventions, the Guidance states that: 

... responsibility for observing the conventions ultimately rests with agency 
heads or, in cases where they are involved, with the Prime Minister and 
Ministers.6 

Major policy decisions 
3.11 According to the Guidance, whether a policy decision made during the 

caretaker period would be considered a ‘major’ decision is ‘a matter for 
judgment’. Matters to consider in making this determination include:  

 the significance of the decision in terms of policy and resources; and 

 
3 Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, Guidance on Caretaker Conventions, November 2018, 

p. 1.   

4 Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, Guidance on Caretaker Conventions, November 2018, 
p. 1. 

5 Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, Guidance on Caretaker Conventions, November 2018, 
pp. 1-2.  

6 Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, Guidance on Caretaker Conventions, November 2018, 
p. 2. 
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 whether the decision is a matter of contention between the Government and 
the Opposition in the election campaign.7 

3.12 In addition, the conventions do not apply to the announcement of decisions, or 
to promises of future policies made by a party in government during an 
election campaign—but rather to the making of decisions. The Guidance 
clarifies that the conventions are not infringed where decisions made before 
the dissolution of the House may be announced during the caretaker period. 
The Guidance does caution that:  

… where possible, decisions should be announced ahead of dissolution if 
their announcement is likely to cause controversy which would distract 
attention from the substantive issues in the campaign. Care should be 
taken to ensure that Commonwealth resources are not used to make 
announcements that involve partisan activities.8 

3.13 The Guidance suggests that if circumstances require the Government to make 
a major policy decision during the caretaker period that would bind an 
incoming government, the Minister would usually consult the Opposition 
spokesperson beforehand.9 

CCPF project announcements 
3.14 A total of 47 sites for the CCPF were initially identified and selected, with a 

funding commitment of $625 million (in 2020-21, the number of sites decreased 
to 45, and funding increased to $660.4 million).10 A list of the CCPF projects, by 
jurisdiction, can be found at Appendix 1. 

3.15 There are now 45 CCPF projects, 11 of which were agreed to by the 
Government in January 2019, 27 were agreed on 10 April 2019 and a further 
seven were announced during the 2019 election campaign.11 

Position of the Department 
3.16 The Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and 

Communications (the Department) made clear that 27 commuter car park sites 
were selected the day before the caretaker period commenced and announced 

 
7 Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, Guidance on Caretaker Conventions, November 2018, 

p. 2. 

8 Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, Guidance on Caretaker Conventions, November 2018, 
p. 2. 

9 Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, Guidance on Caretaker Conventions, November 2018, 
p. 2. 

10 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 43. The projects, including site selection, will 
be detailed in later chapters of the report.  

11 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 5. 
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during the election, with a further seven carpark projects announced during 
the election.12 

3.17 The Department argued that these 34 CCPF projects were ‘considered to be 
election commitments by the Government and were treated as such by the 
Department’, and that investment in these projects was included in the 
Pre-election Economic and Fiscal Outlook.13 (These were the 27 CCPF projects 
agreed on 10 April 2019, and the seven announced during the election 
campaign.)  

3.18 In relation to the seven projects during the election campaign, the Department 
advised that these projects:  

… had not been a decision previously as [sic] the Government. The audit 
report notes that authority to progress these projects was confirmed by the 
Prime Minister following the election with funding included in the 2019-20 
Mid-Year Economic and Fiscal Outlook.  

The Department at all times adhered to the caretaker conventions.14 

3.19 The Department, at a Budget Estimates hearing on 19 July 2021, alluded to 
Cabinet documents—to which the ANAO did not have access—which in its 
view made clear that the CCPF projects were election commitments and were 
to be delivered as such. On notice, the Department continued that:  

… on 10 April 2019 the Australian Government made a decision providing 
funding for 27 commuter car park projects that were announced during the 
election period. The Australian Government announced a further 
7 projects during the election period.15 

3.20 The Department advised that it was provided with the relevant 
correspondence regarding the decision of 10 April, on 11 April 201916—the day 
the caretaker period commenced. 

 
12 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, Appendix 1: Letters of response, June 2021, 
p. 94.  

13 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, Appendix 1: Letters of response, June 2021, 
p. 94; Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 5. 

14 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 5. 

15 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, Senate 
Rural and Regional and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates, 19 July 2021, answers 
to questions taken on notice, number 338.  

16 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, Senate 
Rural and Regional and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates, 19 July 2021, answers 
to questions taken on notice, number 339. 
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3.21 Mr David Hallinan of the Department advised at the RRAT Supplementary 
Budget Estimates hearing on 25 October 2021 that in the ‘lead-up to the 
election period, the Department provided advice that it could within the time 
constraints that it had’ on the 27 projects, and that for the additional seven 
announced during caretaker ‘there was no previous process and the 
Department had no involvement’ in providing advice.17 

3.22 The Department Secretary Mr Simon Atkinson asserted at the same hearing 
that he treated ‘commitments made to the Australian public during the 
election campaign as election commitments’, including those projects decided 
on 10 April 2019—despite acknowledging the decisions were taken in 
government. The Secretary continued that:  

For the purposes of implementation, they are treated as election 
commitments. The two things aren't mutually exclusive. They can be a 
formal decision of government that is in the books and a commitment 
made to the Australian public during an election campaign.18 

3.23 Similar points were made by Mr David Hallinan, Deputy Secretary of the 
Department, who suggested that the Department didn’t see the terms of 
‘election commitments’ and ‘decisions taken by government by not yet 
announced’ as mutually exclusive. Mr Hallinan was of the view that:  

The decisions taken by the government on the eve of the election are then 
announced as commitments in the election campaign. They've been 
tracked by government since that point as election commitments. We've 
reported on them as election commitments. I think there are other cabinet 
documents of the government that identified [them] as election 
commitments as well. To be honest and completely open, I think it's a little 
bit of a semantic point.19 

3.24 Mr Hallinan continued that:  

Sure, it was certainly a decision taken in government. That's clear. But it 
was also a commitment made publicly in an election. It was tracked by 
departments across the Commonwealth as a series of election 
commitments from that point. That's just a matter of record and fact.20 

 
17 Mr David Hallinan, Deputy Secretary, Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional 

Development and Communications, Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation 
Committee, Supplementary Budget Estimates Hansard, 25 October 2021, p. 16. 

18 Mr Simon Atkinson, Secretary, Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development 
and Communications, Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation Committee, 
Supplementary Budget Estimates Hansard, 25 October 2021, p. 15; Senate Rural and Regional Affairs 
and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 66. 

19 Mr David Hallinan, Deputy Secretary, Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional 
Development and Communications, Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation 
Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 66. 

20 Mr David Hallinan, Deputy Secretary, Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional 
Development and Communications, Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation 
Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 66. 
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3.25 Following the caretaker period, the Department ‘engaged with states and 
councils on implementing the Government’s program and projects as is 
normal course of business’. This involved ‘extensive and ongoing engagement 
with the states to ensure projects were included in their delivery schedules’.21 

3.26 The Department said it was ‘important to note’ that all projects needed to 
progress through:  

… the necessary design, planning approval and environmental processes 
before construction is able to commence. The work required prior to 
construction can create long lead times between Government commitment 
and construction commencement. However, the design and planning 
works required for projects is essentially to ensuring that the best possible 
option is delivered.22 

ANAO findings 
3.27 The ANAO noted that its analysis did ‘not support the view expressed by the 

Department’ that the 27 CCPF projects decided upon by the Prime Minister on 
10 April 2019 were election commitments.  

3.28 The ANAO provided a summary table, outlining the sequence of selection 
decisions taken, key events and the funding committed at the time. This table 
is replicated below (Figure 3.1).  

3.29 The ANAO found that only 15 per cent of the projects were election 
commitments, with 70 per cent announced during the caretaker period (see 
Figure 3.1 for a breakdown of dates and announcements). The ANAO detailed 
that as of 10 April 2019, the Government had not yet entered caretaker and 
that:  

The decision in relation to those 27 commuter car park projects was 
authorised in writing by the Prime Minister on 10 April 2019 following 
written advice, and a consultation process, involving the Minister for 
Finance, the Treasurer, the Deputy Prime Minister and the Minister for 
Urban Infrastructure. Reinforcing that those 27 projects reflected a decision 
taken by government but not yet announced, the funding commitment to 
the 27 commuter car park projects was then included in the Pre-election 
Economic and Fiscal Outlook 2019 report.23 

 

 

 
21 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 

Submission 17, p. 5. The committee notes that the submission provides this information twice, but 
in one version, does not state that it occurred ‘post caretaker’.  

22 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 5. 

23 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 42.  
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Figure 3.1 Sequence of decisions for the 47 commuter car park sites selected  

 
[Source: Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of 
Commuter Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 41.] 

3.30 The ANAO, on notice, provided more specific advice about this 
correspondence. The ANAO detailed that on 10 April 2019, the Minister for 
Urban Infrastructure wrote to the Prime Minister, seeking agreement to fund 
an attached list of projects, including proposed CCPF sites. On the same day, 
the Finance Minister wrote to the Prime Minister, in relation to ‘proposals with 
financial implications across various portfolios’, including the Infrastructure 
portfolio proposals put forward by the Minister for Urban Infrastructure. 
Again, on 10 April 2019, the Prime Minister wrote to the Finance Minister, 
agreeing to the various spending proposals. This letter was emailed by the 
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Prime Minister’s Office to the offices of the Finance Minister, the Deputy Prime 
Minister and the Treasurer at 7:15 pm on 10 April 2019.24 

3.31 In further evidence to support its view that the 27 car parks were not election 
commitments, the ANAO noted that following a return to government, the 
Prime Minister provided written authority to progress the UCF-related 
election commitments, but importantly:  

In relation to commuter car park projects, it outlined seven (only). These 
seven correspond with the seven projects identified by the ANAO to be 
election commitments, with the Election Commitment Authority letter not 
including other projects where the department advised the ANAO it 
considers to be election commitments.25 

3.32 The ANAO considered there was ‘nothing unusual about that 10 April 
correspondence’, because such a process was the ‘ordinary business of 
government’—the ANAO noted this was uncontroversial. The exchange of 
letters between portfolio ministers and the Prime Ministers was ‘standard 
government decision-making’ and was the Prime Minister making a decision 
as the head of government—not as an election commitment. In this light, the 
ANAO was ‘quite perplexed’ as to how the decision made on 10 April 2019 
could be considered an election commitment by the Department. Mr Brian 
Boyd of the ANAO continued that:  

… it always perplexes us too that, whilst the department's response to us 
in the audit report formally is that they're election commitments, if the 
department actually looks at its own records of the time, it was telling itself 
they weren't election commitments, that they were decisions of 
government to go through PEFO. The department's own incoming 
government proofs say to government that these are PEFO projects, not 
election commitments. They separately put out the election commitments. 
There was never anything to us to suggest that these were considered 
election commitments until we started looking at the Hansard of the 
department before estimates.26 

3.33 In response to the Department’s views on its audit, the ANAO made the 
important point that ‘irrespective of whether they were election commitments, 
the Department was responsible for advising the Minister on whether projects 
were eligible and appropriate for approval’ under the NLT Act. Further 

 
24 Australian National Audit Office, Senate Rural and Regional and Transport Legislation 

Committee, Budget Estimates, 19 July 2021, answers to questions taken on notice no. 1 (answer 
received 30 July 2021). 

25 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 42. 

26 Mr Brian Boyd, Executive Director, Australian National Audit Office, Senate Rural and Regional 
and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, pp. 14-15. 
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consideration was also needed as to whether ‘expenditure would be efficient, 
effective, economical and ethical’ under the PGPA Act.27 

Views raised in evidence  
3.34 In line with the ANAO findings, submitters made clear their views on the 

timing of the CCPF site selections, against the 2019 caretaker and election 
timeframes.  

3.35 Mr Harris also drew attention to comments of Minister Fletcher stating that 
34 CCPF sites were ‘selected as election commitments … because the projects 
were committed to publicly as part of the election campaign’. Mr Harris 
suggested that this ‘argument is derisible’, as it:  

… incorrectly implies that all announcements or re-announcements made 
during an election campaign must be election promises even if they are 
clearly pre-election decisions. More importantly, it ignores all evidence to 
the contrary.28 

3.36 Mr Harris told the committee at a public hearing that it was important to 
maintain a distinction between election commitments and the normal 
decision-making of government. He said that:  

… when you enter the election period, the government is constrained from 
making decisions unless they're particularly urgent and necessary. The 
promises to build several car parks made during the election were not 
government commitments and, as far as the department is concerned, they 
need to go through the normal governmental processes before they can be 
enacted. For example, a political party representing the government can, 
during an election, make a promise which the government has no power to 
implement because it lacks the legislative or revenue authority. That's the 
way we were taught when we were in the Commonwealth, and it's a big 
distinction. Election commitments are nothing, until the government takes 
them up after the election and goes through the normal processes.29 

3.37 Mr Harris noted that the PGPA Act imposes requirements on ministers when 
making funding decisions, but that these requirements do not apply to most 
announcements made during the caretaker period before general elections, 
‘when conventions restrict government decision making’.30 

3.38 Similarly, Professor Richard Mulgan argued that any claim that the CCPF 
projects were election commitments was ‘largely spurious’, as ‘most of the 
proposals were approved before the election with no suggestion that their 
approval was dependent on the outcome of the election’. In addition, he 

 
27 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 97. 

28 Mr Tony Harris, Submission 12, [p. 2]. 

29 Mr Tony Harris, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 November 2021, p. 25.   

30 Mr Tony Harris, Submission 12, [p. 2]. 
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submitted that ‘there is no suggestion that an election commitment allows 
ministers, either before or after an election, to override all rules and processes 
in the interests of seeking electoral advantage’.31 

3.39 In appearing before the committee, Professor Mulgan made the point that 
calling the CCPF election commitments was ‘dishonest’, as:  

… the notion of an election commitment is that you promise something at 
an election and, if you win the election, you have a commitment to 
produce it. There are policies which come under that heading, but these 
obviously didn't because these decisions were made before the election. 
They weren't made conditional on an election result, and so there is a 
distinction here. I'm not sure about whether the notion of an election 
commitment should cover everything, because it seems to be a blank 
cheque.32 

3.40 Professor Mulgan noted that the Minister for Finance, Senator the Hon Simon 
Birmingham, had argued that the ‘government’s electoral victory retroactively 
authorised all the car-park decisions made before the election’.33 

3.41 The committee notes with interest advice from Parking Australia, that it had 
met with Ministers Tudge and Fletcher in order to promote best practice and 
offer industry expertise to the CCPF.34 Parking Australia told the committee 
that in a meeting with Minister Tudge on 8 May 2019, it was ‘stated that 
funding was allocated prior to the election being called’ and the car parks 
‘would be built, should they have been elected or not’.35 

CCPF project funding approval 
3.42 The ANAO considered CCPF project funding approval, and at the time of its 

report in June 2021 found that:  

 assessment work has been completed for 10 car parks resulting in 
$100 million of Australian Government funding being approved for the full 
project (including delivery of construction work);  

 for a further 23 projects, the Department had assessed proposals for the 
funding of scoping/development work with $22 million in funding 
approved (representing seven per cent of the total Australian Government 
funding committed for those projects); and  

 Further assessment work was required in relation to: 

 
31 Professor Richard Mulgan, Submission 5, [pp. 2-3].  

32 Professor Richard Mulgan, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 November 2021, p. 25.  

33 Professor Richard Mulgan, Submission 5, [p. 3]. 

34 Parking Australia, Submission 2, [p. 1].   

35 Parking Australia, Submission 2, [p. 5].  
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− whether the remaining $278 million in Australian Government funding 
should be awarded to deliver those 23 projects for which scoping/ 
development work has been approved; and 

− the remaining 11 projects with an aggregate commitment of 
$175 million.36 

3.43 The ANAO found that ‘inadequate assessment attention has been given to the 
eligibility of projects. The assessment guidelines do not address how the 
department will assess eligibility and was not addressed in the department’s 
project assessment reports’. The ANAO continued that:  

For each of the 33 projects assessed up to 31 March 2021, the department 
identified in decision briefings provided to the Minister a subsection of the 
National Land Transport Act 2014 under which it considered the project to 
be eligible. The ANAO’s analysis was that, of those 33 projects: 

 three were not eligible under the subsection identified by the 
department, although they were eligible under another subsection; 

 one project was not eligible— a finding that has been accepted by the 
department with the department advising the ANAO that it is seeking 
to address this situation before construction commences; and 

 10 proposed sites were not attached to a rail station which raised 
questions as to their eligibility that were not addressed in the relevant 
project assessment reports, but were addressed by the department in 
responding to the ANAO.37 

3.44 The Secretary of the Department told Budget Estimates that the Department 
adhered to the requirements of the PGPA Act by noting there was an 
allocation of funding for CCPF projects under the broader UCF umbrella, but 
until such time as each project was signed off and agreements entered into 
with delivery partners, it would not recommend the Minister sign off on 
expenditure.38 

Abandoned and delayed projects 
3.45 Following 2021-22 Budget Estimates, the Department confirmed that all 

commuter car park projects ‘currently have a proponent for the relevant stage 
of delivery for each project’.39 

 
36 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, pp. 10-11. 

37 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, pp. 10-11. 

38 Mr Simon Atkinson, Secretary, Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development 
and Communications, Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation Committee, 
Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 64  

39 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, Senate 
Rural and Regional and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates, 19 July 2021, answers 
to questions taken on notice, number 328. 
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3.46 However, since announcing the CCPF in 2019 several projects have been 
abandoned and the rollout of the remaining projects extremely slow, with 
completion not expected until 2026-27. Further, there appeared to be a 
disconnect between the aims of state and federal governments, exacerbated by 
non-existent or poor consultation40 by the Federal Government with state and 
council stakeholders.   

3.47 For example, since making the initial announcements in 2019, the ANAO 
noted that there had been a number of announced changes to some CCPF 
projects, including changes to funding allocations and the cancellation of five 
car park sites with $51.3 million in unspent funding to be reallocated—with 
one of these cancellations later reversed in May 2021.41 

3.48 The ANAO provided several examples of how the lack of consultation had 
resulted in the cessation of some CCPF projects, and necessitated changes to 
the funding allocation. The ANAO drew attention to the following:  

 as at 31 March 2021, the Australian Government had determined not to 
proceed with the CCPF projects at Brighton Beach and South Morang 
stations in Victoria because, as detailed by the Department, ‘both of these 
projects face significant constraints and the state government indicated it 
would not act as the delivery agent’;42 and 

 decisions had been taken to increase the funding commitment for eight 
projects by a total of $39.7 million (48 per cent).43 

3.49 Further examples have been reported in the media and were provided to the 
committee as evidence to the inquiry. In the case of Mitcham, Minister Sukkar 
suggested that the ‘Victorian state government has determined that they are 
unable to construct the $15m multi-level train station car park’ planned for 
Mitcham. This assertion was strongly disputed by the Victorian Government, 
which said the claim was ‘completely false’.44 

3.50 Additionally, the Public Transport Users Association (PTUA) observed that 
while the federal budget had allocated funding for a 500-space car park at 
Surrey Hills in Victoria, the Victorian state government plans on eliminating 

 
40 Discussed further in the following chapter.  

41 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 43. 

42 The Victorian Government responded to this finding, in Appendix 1 of the ANAO’s audit report. 

43 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 46. 

44 Paul Karp, ‘Completely false’: Victoria says Coalition can’t blame state for commuter car park 
failure’, The Guardian, 1 July 2021, https://www.theguardian.com/australia-
news/2021/jul/01/completely-false-victoria-says-coalition-cant-blame-state-for-commuter-car-park-
failure (accessed 18 November 2021).  
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that station. Further, the proposed stations at Elsternwick and Bentleigh face 
‘local planning complications as well as questions over the probity of the 
unsolicited grants’.45 

Committee views  
3.51 The committee questions whether the decision to approve the 27 CCPF 

projects—more than half under the current CCPF program—the day before 
calling an election is simply a coincidence. The approvals of 10 April 2019 and 
the announcements made during the election period, seem to ignore the fact 
that the decision was made by executive government prior to caretaker 
commencing.   

3.52 There must be a clear distinction between the actions and announcements of a 
political party as distinct from the actions of government and decisions made 
by the executive.  

3.53 As noted by the ANAO, the decisions made on 10 April 2019 were done so as 
part of the ordinary functioning of government and in that sense are 
uncontroversial.  The committee is not persuaded by the evidence of the 
Department that the 27 CCPF projects agreed to by the Prime Minister on 10 
April 2019 were election commitments. The committee joins with the ANAO—
and other submitters—in being perplexed by the Department’s arguments and 
position on this.  

3.54 The ANAO made one of the most important points in observing that 
regardless of whether they are election commitments, the Department had 
responsibilities under the NLT Act and PGPA Act, to ensure CCPF projects 
were eligible and appropriate for funding approval, and represented an 
ethical, efficient, effective and economical allocation of expenditure. This was 
not done in this case. 

Caretaker conventions 
3.55 The process of approving the projects on 10 April 2019, and then announcing 

them during the caretaker period also falls foul of the caretaker conventions, 
which clearly provide that, where possible, decisions made before the 
dissolution of the House of Representative should be announced ahead of the 
dissolution.  

3.56 Further, the caretaker conventions state that ‘care should be taken to ensure 
that Commonwealth resources are not used to make announcements that 
involve partisan activities’.  

3.57 The committee understands that there was apparently little time between the 
Prime Minister’s decision on the 27 CCPF projects and the start of the caretaker 
period, but subsequent public statements by government ministers and other 

 
45 Public Transport Users Association, Submission 14, p. 8.  



50 
 

 

members suggests that a lack of any pre-caretaker announcements may have 
served a specific purpose.  

3.58 The commuter car park site selections and their announcements—despite 
being agreed to before caretaker—were depicted almost universally as election 
commitments, which they were not. For the most part, they were directed to 
specific, Coalition-held electorates (as discussed later in this report).  

3.59 One possibility which is suggested by the evidence is that by arguing the 
CCPF site announcements were election commitments, it excuses the 
government from its apparent neglect of due process and proper 
decision-making in first determining the feasibility, necessity and cost for each 
CCPF project. This should have occurred before the sites were announced.  

3.60 The selection of CCPF sites, the consultation involved in this process and the 
role of the CCPF and UCF in reducing congestion are discussed elsewhere in 
this report.  
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Chapter 4 
Consultation on site selection 

4.1 Concerns were raised by submitters and witnesses about the lack of 
consultation with states, local councils and industry experts prior to site 
selection and funding announcements for the Commuter Car Park Fund 
(CCPF), echoing the findings of the Australian National Audit Office (ANAO).  

4.2 The ANAO found that the Department did not engage with the states, did ‘not 
put in place a process for engaging with states and councils on the 
identification of candidate projects, nor did it recommend a process to the 
Minister’—but that it did engage these stakeholders during the funding 
approval and delivery stages.1 

4.3 This chapter details the consultation which took place around CCPF projects 
and considers the impact of inadequate consultation on the feasibility and 
costs of the projects. The chapter also discusses the governance arrangements 
and investment principles around the CCPF, the lack of a competitive process, 
and the need for a better legislative framework around the administration of 
the UCF.  

Engagement with states 
4.4 The ANAO observed that the records indicated that ‘there was no material 

engagement with states on the identification and selection of commuter car 
park projects, other than with New South Wales’.2 In correspondence to the 
ANAO, it was made clear that numerous state agencies and state Ministers 
were not consulted with regard to the selection of the car park commitments, 
with one state Minister writing to the Department expressing ‘disappointment’ 
and concern over the lack of consultation.3 

4.5 Evidence provided by the Department supports this view, with Mr David 
Hallinan, Deputy Secretary, noting that as it goes through the process of 
scoping each of the projects, the Department will then have:  

… the evidence base on which to make the assessments of each project. As 
they were announced, the projects had not been determined in detail or 

 
1 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, pp. 43-44.  

2 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 44. 

3 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 44. Excerpts of correspondence from state 
agencies and ministers is included in the ANAO report.  
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scoped in detail by proponents. For this one, we need to await that time 
frame, that process to undertake, in order to get the full detail.4 

Engagement with local government 
4.6 Regarding councils, the ANAO found that there had been ‘no engagement at 

any level with some councils prior to a project in their local government area 
being announced’. The ANAO advised that:  

The department did not engage with councils to identify candidate 
commuter car park projects. There was engagement with some councils by 
some of the Federal Members or other ‘colleagues’ that put forward 
candidates for funding consideration … The records indicate that the 
‘colleagues’ had consulted with, or sourced information from, at least 
seven councils for 16 of the car park sites put forward but are unclear as to 
whether these councils were aware of the UCF funding request.5 

Submissions of Councils  
4.7 The committee sought the views from local councils on the matters relating to 

the commuter car park scheme. The committee specifically asked councils:  

 how any carparks nominated for their local government area aligned with 
their strategic planning frameworks; and  

 if the council was consulted prior to any announcements under the Fund. 

4.8 The committee wrote to 24 local councils inviting submissions but received 
responses from only five—all from councils in Victoria. 

4.9 The committee received a mixed response from councils as detailed below. 
Some councils submitted they had been consulted prior to the CCPF 
announcements by the Federal Government (Moorandah, Boroondara and 
Knox City Councils), and others suggested they had not been consulted at all 
(Cardinia Shire and Hume City Councils). 

4.10 The Moorandah City Council advised that its Commuter Car Park upgrades at 
Croydon, Heatherdale, Heathmont and Ringwood were consistent with the 
Maroondah City Council Parking Framework and confirmed that the Council 
‘actively sought funding for and suggested suitable sites’ for its carparks, all 
prior to the funding announcements made under the CCPF.6 

 
4 Mr David Hallinan, Deputy Secretary, Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional 

Development and Communications, Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation 
Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 56. 

5 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 45. 

6 Maroondah City Council, Submission 3. See also: Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional 
Development and Communications, Urban Congestion Fund: Victoria, 26 August 2021, 
https://investment.infrastructure.gov.au/about/national-initiatives/urban-congestion-
fund.aspx#vic (accessed 12 November 2021).  
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4.11 The Boroondara City Council noted that its position on the proposed 
construction of commuter car parks was ‘guided by its Integrated Transport 
Strategy’, a key objective of which is to ‘facilitate improvements to and better 
integration of all forms of public transport’.7 Boroondara advised it was 
working on car park projects relating to Canterbury and Glenferrie Stations, 
both of which were consistent with the Council’s strategic planning 
frameworks. With regard to consultation, Boroondara Council submitted that:  

Council Officers provided feedback to the office for the Member for 
Kooyong in March 2019 with respect to sites in Boroondara. 

Representatives from the Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Cities & 
Regional Development sought Council Officer views on the four project 
locations proximate to Glenferrie, Camberwell, Canterbury and Surrey 
Hills railway stations in October 2019.8 

4.12 Knox City Council noted the announcement and allocation of Commonwealth 
funding for the expansion of commuter car parks at the train stations at 
Boronia and Ferntree Gully aligned with the Council’s Community Investment 
Plan and the Boronia Renewal Strategy. Turning to consultation, the Council 
advised that it had:  

… received notification of the [CCPF] proposals in early 2019 and 
engagement occurred with the local Federal member, the Federal 
Department of Infrastructure (DOI) and relevant state agencies. For both 
sites, it’s worth noting the existing railway carparks are located on State 
Government land (managed by VicTrack and the DoT).9 

4.13 The Cardinia Shire Council provided information in relation to the 
‘Beaconsfield and Pakenham Railway Stations commuter car park upgrades, 
both of which have (completed) or are expected to have (planning phase) 
benefit from funding allocated from the CCPF’.10 The Council advised that:  

The upgrades that have been undertaken to the commuter car parking at 
Beaconsfield Railway Station and those proposed at Pakenham Railway 
Station do not go against and are not in conflict with Council’s strategic 
intentions for these sites. 

…  

No formal consultation was undertaken with Council prior to the 
announcement of commitments under the CCPF. For both Beaconsfield 
and Pakenham Railway Stations Council was informed by the Level 
Crossing Removal Project (LXRP) that the upgrades were to occur. Council 
did not have input in the planning, design, or delivery stage for the 
upgrade at Beaconsfield Railway Station and has to date not yet been 

 
7 City of Boroondara, Submission 8, p. 1.  

8 City of Boroondara, Submission 8, p. 2. 

9 Knox City Council, Submission 11, pp. 1-2.  

10 Cardinia Shire Council, Submission 4, p. 1.  



54 
 

 

involved in the planning and design of the Pakenham Railway Station 
upgrades.11 

4.14 The Hume City Council provided information on the commuter car parking 
upgrade at the Craigieburn Railway Station. The Council pointed out that 
additional parking at the Station ‘was identified as an advocacy priority in 
Hume City Council’s Council Plan 2013-2017’. However, there was ‘no 
consultation with Council prior to the Australian Government’s publicly 
announcing funding’ for the car park upgrade. The Council further observed 
that:  

Prior to the announcement of Australian Government funding for parking 
at Craigieburn Railway Station in April 2019, the Victorian Government 
had announced car park funding for the same station in April 2018 via 
their Car Parks for Commuters program.12 

Risks of inadequate consultation 
4.15 The ANAO noted, at Budget Estimates, that insufficient consultation had 

resulted in the benefits of co-funding not being realised, given most of the 
CCPF projects were now being wholly funded by the Australian Government 
due to lack of support from delivery partners, including states and local 
councils.13As Mr Brian Boyd of the ANAO noted:  

It's very hard to have a program where there’s co-funding when the person 
you’re looking to contribute the co-funding hasn’t been engaged in the 
selection of projects.14 

4.16 Mr Boyd noted that under the CCPF, there were 11 projects where a delivery 
partner was not coming forward with a project proposal, 23 where—as of July 
2021—there has been some scoping work, but no delivery work, and 
two projects cancelled. Mr Boyd suggested that the approach to ‘selecting 
candidates for funding hasn’t led to a program being delivered in a timely and 
effective manner’.15 

4.17 The ANAO summarised the risks of this approach in its audit report:  

Risks associated with identifying projects without engaging delivery 
partners include that selected projects would not be: feasible given site 

 
11 Cardinia Shire Council, Submission 4, p. 2. 

12 Hume City Council, Submission 13, pp. 1-2.  

13 Mr Brian Boyd, Executive Director, Australian National Audit Office, Senate Rural and Regional 
and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 11.  

14 Mr Brian Boyd, Executive Director, Australian National Audit Office, Senate Rural and Regional 
and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 35. 

15 Mr Brian Boyd, Executive Director, Australian National Audit Office, Senate Rural and Regional 
and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 34. 
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constraints; feasible within the funding commitment; supported; or 
co-funded. Each of these risks was realised.16 

4.18 The NGAA similarly made an important point about risk in the way the CCPF 
project rollout had been executed. The NGAA noted that the situation 
‘transfers considerable risk to local government’, because local government is:  

… bound to spend considerable time and effort trying to secure additional 
Federal funding for a non-priority project. It also transfers reputational risk 
to local government, who as the closest level of government to the 
community, will be implicated in the project’s non, partial or delayed 
delivery.17 

Views on consultation  
4.19 Several submitters and witnesses expressed considerable concern over the 

CCPF rollout and the extent of consultation with local government areas on 
the choice of locations for commuter car parks.  

4.20 Parking Australia said it was ‘frustrated’ by the delivery of the CCPF, noting 
that the car parking industry seems to have been ‘ignored’ when it comes to 
providing local information on ways to delivery CCPF projects in a timely and 
cost-effective ways. Parking Australia expanded on this point, noting that:   

The industry has expertise in both car park construction and parking 
technology to ensure that the car parks are built cost effectively and 
efficiently with the correct technology installed to achieve the program’s 
stated objectives. 

… More innovative construction methods would see the time of disruption 
greatly decreased, construction time significantly reduced and commuters 
being able to access the car parks sooner. All this at no additional cost, in 
fact they would be cheaper. This can be demonstrated by reviewing the 
tender submissions for the Berwick train station commuter car park.18 

4.21 In terms of industry expertise, Mr Stuart Norman, Chief Executive Officer of 
Parking Australia, told the committee that he and two members of the board 
met with Minister Tudge in May 2019, and had two subsequent meetings with 
the Minister, where they discussed ‘how the industry could avail itself of these 
[CCPF] funds to provide the best possible outcome for motorists and the 
commuter’. When asked whether these views and the experience of Parking 
Australia was taken on board, Mr Norman said:  

No, we’ve been completely ignored by the former minister and the current 
minister.19 

 
16 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 45. 
17 National Growth Areas Alliance, Submission 15, p. 4. 
18 Parking Australia, Submission 2, [p. 6].   
19 Mr Stuart Norman, Chief Executive Officer, Parking Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 

11 November 2021, p. 16. 
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4.22 Similarly, the National Growth Areas Alliance (NGAA) informed the 
committee that it had repeatedly sought clarification on how local government 
could best work with the Commonwealth to ‘ensure the Fund would be 
allocated to projects most likely to “bust congestion” in Australian cities’. 
However, the NGAA advised that:  

No avenue for consultation was identified as the Fund’s distribution 
clearly remained a decision solely for the then Minister for Population, 
Cities and Urban Infrastructure. 

By July 2019, NGAA was concerned when advised by the then Minister 
that three quarters of the $4 billion announced for the Fund had already 
been allocated, and that responsibility now sat with relevant jurisdictions 
to deliver the project. 

We were particularly concerned to be advised that the Minister did not 
have a complete list of all projects allocated funding, nor was a clear role 
for the federal bureaucracy established. 

Advice from our Member Councils indicates that very few car park 
projects had been identified as local priorities and that, in the majority of 
cases, the announcement of project funding took Council by surprise.20 

4.23 The NGAA concluded that the process for selecting sites was ineffective and 
inappropriate, given the lack of consultation and transparency in the 
decision-making process.21 

4.24 The NGAA found the lack of local consultation prior to the allocation of 
project contracts to be concerning. The NGAA suggested that this had resulted 
in ‘vastly underfunded projects’ which would either deliver a reduced number 
of car park spaces, or in ‘sub-optimal outcomes which will prove unstainable 
in the long-term’.22 

4.25 In appearing before the committee, Ms Bronwen Clark, Executive Officer at the 
NGAA noted that due to the lack of consultation, ‘the biggest barrier councils 
are facing now’ is a lack of clear ownership of some of the projects. Ms Clark 
explained that:  

Sometimes the funding announced was insufficient to build fit-for-purpose 
car parks, and so other funding then needed to be sourced. That leads to, 
as it should, a number of parties being involved in the construction and 
delivery of the car park, but without a clear owner. Some councils are now 
in this chase of trying to find out who's taking a lead on particular projects.  

For example, there was one which was allocated, funding was announced, 
but then it was allocated as a level crossing removal site by the state 
government in Victoria. Another one was where an arterial road was being 

 
20 National Growth Areas Alliance, Submission 15, p. 4.  

21 National Growth Areas Alliance, Submission 15, p. 4. 

22 National Growth Areas Alliance, Submission 15, p. 4. 
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duplicated, so the car park space was actually going to be on a road at 
some point in the future.23 

4.26 While Parking Australia argued that allocating funding following engagement 
and feedback with local members or candidates did ‘have some merit’, it did 
question whether this feedback was from a ‘large enough sample of elected 
members and/or candidates’. Parking Australia observed that local members 
have ‘a very good understanding of their electorates and are regularly 
receiving feedback from constituents regarding local issues, including 
parking’.24 

Merit criteria and non-competitive processes  
4.27 The ANAO confirmed to the RRAT committee that the UCF more broadly—

not just the CCPF—was not open to applications from stakeholders, with no 
application process in place.25 

4.28 The ANAO also found that the 47 CCPF sites were selected for funding 
commitment using a non-competitive and non-application-based process. 
The ANAO concluded that:  

There was no call for submissions under the UCF and no information on 
the department’s website as to how candidate projects would be identified. 
The ANAO examined the authorisation process for, and the timing of, the 
selection decisions taken in respect of the commuter car park projects.26 

4.29 The Department advised that it had proposed to the Minister’s office a 
‘non-competitive submission process but that ultimately the Government 
agreed on alternative governance arrangements’.27 

4.30 The Department suggested that this approach was not new, drawing attention 
to the fact it had ‘previously adopted non-competitive processes, in 
combination with transport modelling and stakeholder consultation, as a 
means of project identification’. By way of example, the Department pointed to 
the National Faster Rail project.28 

 
23 Ms Bronwen Clark, Executive Officer, National Growth Areas Alliance, Proof Committee Hansard, 

11 November 2021, p. 11. 

24 Parking Australia, Submission 2, [p. 2].   

25 Mr Brian Boyd, Executive Director, Australian National Audit Office, Senate Rural and Regional 
and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 6. 

26 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 39. 

27 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, Senate 
Rural and Regional and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates, 19 July 2021, answers 
to questions taken on notice, number 325. 

28 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 4. 
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4.31 The Secretary of the Department, Mr Simon Atkinson, also suggested that it 
would be ‘unusual’ under national partnership arrangements to ‘have an open, 
competitive process’. He noted that this approach more aligned with grant 
programs, and the CCPF isn’t a grant program.29 

4.32 Additionally, the Deputy Secretary, Mr David Hallinan, told the committee 
that the ‘consultation process was done internally to the Commonwealth, with 
priorities identified at the Commonwealth level’, and that the Department 
‘largely wasn’t involved in the project selection process’. Mr Hallinan did 
concede that the process to select the sites as part of the UCF was ‘certainly 
unusual’.30 

4.33 The Department provided advice at Budget Estimate about its work with 
delivery partners, once agreement had been reached on projects with states 
and territories. The Department would then ‘go through a feasibility studies 
process and get a project proposal report developed by the states’. This 
scoping work would inform ‘costs and delivery time frames’. The Department 
would then:  

… brief the minister necessary to get those decisions made. The states 
would then get into the delivery stage of that project, should the 
Commonwealth wish to deliver those projects.31 

4.34 This evidence from the Department was challenged by the evidence of the 
ANAO. For example, Mr Boyd informed the RRAT committee that it wasn’t 
that Ministers ‘weren’t asked to decide upon an open and competitive 
approach’; rather ‘it was the Department of Infrastructure arguing that what 
should be put to government isn’t a competitive, open and transparent 
approach’.32 

4.35 The ANAO noted that decisions of government were instead taken from 
January to July 2019, and put in place as follows:  

 effected in 38 cases (81 per cent) by the written agreement of the 
Prime Minister to a written request from Ministers;  

 effected in seven cases (15 per cent) by election commitment processes; and  

 
29 Mr Simon Atkinson, Secretary, Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development 

and Communications, Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation Committee, 
Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 46. 

30 Mr David Hallinan, Deputy Secretary, Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional 
Development and Communications, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 November 2021, pp. 29, 31. 

31 Mr Phil Smith, First Assistant Secretary, Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional 
Development and Communications, Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation 
Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 48. 

32 Mr Brian Boyd, Executive Director, Australian National Audit Office, Senate Rural and Regional 
and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 18. 
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4.39 Mr Boyd further made the point that the investment principles ‘could have 
been used to develop merit criteria to assess applications, but they weren’t’. 
Instead, ‘particular people in particular places’ were asked what they would 
like to see funded, ‘without an attempt to align that up against the investment 
principles for the program’.42 

4.40 The ANAO in its audit report also made several observations about the fact 
that the Department did not ‘suggest that the Minister (or the Australian 
Government) record the basis for selection decisions’. The ANAO elaborated: 

Nor did the department assist the Minister to record an assessment of the 
merits of candidate projects against the UCF investment principles or 
policy objectives. For example, the department could have provided an 
assessment and/or selection template to complete so as to facilitate 
transparency and accountability in decision-making (as the department 
has done when administering other funding programs).43 

4.41 Submitters were critical of the non-competitive process used by the 
Government to identify and fund projects.  

4.42 Submitters such as the Centre for Public Integrity (CPI) found it ‘alarming’ 
that, for example, authority for one of the car park sites appeared to be a press 
release from the Prime Minister. The CPI said the use of such authority to 
allocate taxpayers money should be abandoned ‘in favour of more formally 
documented practices’.44 

4.43 The CPI provided strong commentary on the allocation of CCPF funding 
under the non-competitive process, saying:  

It is verging on incomprehensible that upwards of $660 million of public 
money could be expended without any published guidelines, eligibility 
criteria or merit criteria, and via a process that was not competitive.45 

4.44 The CPI also pointed to the finding of the ANAO that while the CCPF is not a 
grant program, payments made under the Fund share many characteristics of 
grants. The CPI was of the view that there was ‘no persuasive reason for not 
extending the application of the CGRGs to cover payments such as those made 
under the UCF…. There is every reason to do so if integrity is to be achieved’.46 

 
41 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 48.  

42 Mr Brian Boyd, Executive Director, Australian National Audit Office, Senate Rural and Regional 
and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 22.  

43 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 52. 

44 The Centre for Public Integrity, Submission 16, p. 5. 

45 The Centre for Public Integrity, Submission 16, p. 3.  

46 The Centre for Public Integrity, Submission 16, p. 8. 
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4.45 Similar views were put forward by Professor Richard Mulgan, who submitted 
that:  

Ministerial decisions will always be influenced, not necessarily 
improperly, by calculations of political advantage. Conversely, 
departmental officials should always defer to political direction, but 
subject to the proviso that they adhere to rules and regulations.47 

4.46 Despite this, the Professor was the view that even under the CGRG 
framework, ministers have not been held properly accountable for their 
decisions, as evidenced by the CCPF and the community sports infrastructure 
program, nor had ministers been pressed to show that their decisions were fair 
and in the public interest.48 

4.47 Further, Mr Tony Harris considered that the CCPF’s ‘seed of misfortune’ 
commenced with flawed advice that the $660 million component of the UCF 
for the CCPF ‘did not need a competitive process’. Mr Harris argued the 
rationale for this decision was ‘nonsensical’, with the adopted process allowing 
ministers to ‘select projects based on conservations with ‘relevant 
stakeholders’’—Mr Harris suggested that ‘in the main, stakeholders were those 
whose political connections were shared by ministers’.49 

4.48 Mr Harris further submitted that Minister Tudge claiming the CCPF projects 
were selected on merit was an ‘assertion without evidence’. Mr Harris 
continued that all the evidence showed:  

… that the decisive need mentioned by Mr Tudge was the political need of 
a government facing a general election. What is surprising is that only 77% 
of projects were in Coalition electorates.50 

4.49 Mr Harris made strong comments in his submission, suggesting that the CCPF 
had been ‘managed … corruptly and ineptly’, with the public service choosing 
to ‘ignore illegalities’ and thus abandon its duty ‘to advise ministers of the law 
and proper processes: the wishes of ministers trumped good government’.51 
Mr Harris further argued that the CCPF showed that ‘when ministers choose 
to act unethically and illegally the Australian Public Service becomes a co-
conspirator’.52 

4.50 Transparency International Australia (TIA) pointed to the fact that a majority 
of funding was directed to ‘Liberal-National Party held federal seats, and the 

 
47 Professor Richard Mulgan, Submission 5, [p. 4]. 

48 Professor Richard Mulgan, Submission 5, [pp. 3-4]. 

49 Mr Tony Harris, Submission 12, [p. 1].  

50 Mr Tony Harris, Submission 12, [p. 2].  

51 Mr Tony Harris, Submission 12, [p. 1]. 

52 Mr Tony Harris, Submission 12, [p. 1]. 
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funding was not directed towards the area’s most in need’. The TIA concluded 
that:  

The distribution of the selected projects reflected the geographic and 
political profile of those identifying candidates for funding consideration. 
In short, it is our view that public funds were misappropriated and 
misused for political purposes.53 

Committee views 
4.51 The Department’s argument that the government’s non-competitive and 

non-merit-based process is ‘not unusual’ for national partnership agreements 
does not stack up.  

4.52 These processes generally involve, at least, consultation with state and 
territories, and councils in local government areas in order to align the 
objectives of all levels of government and to secure willing delivery partners. 
States and local councils should have been afforded the opportunity to put 
forward project suggestions under the UCF framework which would align 
with their existing infrastructure and transport strategies and would actually 
go some way to addressing congestion in urban areas.  

4.53 The results of the failure of the adopted process are clear, with delivery 
partners not coming on board, projects being scrapped and cost blowouts. It 
has also resulted in projects being approved without any clear indication 
whether the projects will actually deliver the outcomes for commuters and 
local communities which have been promised.  

4.54 These failures point to the clear lack of evidence which would allow 
consideration of the merit of each proposal. The ANAO makes clear that the 
government, and therefore the Department, is working backwards—selecting 
the projects and then trying to develop an evidence base to argue the projects 
are needed and will reduce congestion.  

4.55 Good governance demands open and transparent processes wherever possible. 
It is clear to the committee that the commuter car park projects could have 
been selected and progressed through calling for submissions and considering 
each case on its merits. Instead, the process adopted did not seek to consider 
any analysis of proposed sites nor were any feasibility studies completed. If 
proper process had been followed, it seems far more likely that the 
government could have found willing and able delivery partners and not have 
had to cancel projects or increase funding allocations.  

4.56 It is also concerning that the ANAO could find no clear records indicating how 
projects were selected against UCF investment principles and policy objectives.  

 

 
53 Transparency International Australia, Submission 7, pp. 1, 6.  
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Legislative framework 
4.57 All the evidence before the committee calls into question how any minister 

could made decisions under the NLT Act regarding infrastructure investment 
programs and urban congestion funds. As noted in Chapter 1, the NLT Act 
requires that the Minister must consider the following when approving 
a project under section 11 of that Act:  

 the results of any assessment of the economic, environmental or social costs 
or benefits of the project;  

 the extent to which the project is likely to improve access for communities to 
services and employment;  

 any transport or land use plans that might be relevant to the project; and  
 the extent to which persons other than the Commonwealth propose to 

contribute funding to the project.54 

4.58 In addition, the Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Act 2013 
(PGPA Act) and the associated Rules stipulate that a Minister must not 
approve expenditure of relevant money, unless satisfied it is a proper use of 
relevant money. While there are some requirements on the Minister to record 
the approval of expenditure, there is a lack of transparency over this process—
particularly when the Minister reports to the Finance Minister about approved 
grants in their own electorate.  

4.59 The committee therefore recommends that the Government commission a 
review into the legislative framework provided by the NLT Act and the PGPA 
Act in providing authority to a Minister to approve funding for infrastructure 
projects. The review should also put forward recommendations for how the 
NLT Act could be strengthened and enforced, to ensure that there are 
consequences for the misallocation of public money.  

4.60 The committee further recommends amendments to the PGPA Act, to provide 
for reporting and tabling requirements for certain grants and expenditure. 
These amendments would address those instances where a Minister approves 
funding which has not been recommended by officials, or, does not meet 
relevant selection criteria, or has been approved by a Minister who is a 
Member of the House of Representatives, for a grantee in their electorate. 

Recommendation 2 
4.61 The committee recommends that the Australian Government conduct a 

review into the National Land Transport Act 2014 and the provisions 
regarding Ministerial approvals for infrastructure projects and programs as 
part of the Urban Congestion Fund. The review should evaluate whether the 
Act has adequate provisions regarding:  

 
54 National Land Transport Act 2014, s. 11.  
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 the investment principles and project selection process; and  
 transparency, accountability and enforceability measures for 

infrastructure project identification and selection.  

The review should put forward recommendations for legislative amendment 
where necessary to strengthen the transparency and accountability of the 
NLT Act and ministerial decision-making.  

4.62 The committee recommends that the Australian Government introduce a bill 
to amend the Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Act 2013 to 
provide for reporting and tabling requirements for certain grants and 
expenditures, which have been approved by a Minister based on an 
application which an official has recommended should be rejected, or does 
not meet relevant selection criteria, or which have been approved by a 
Minister who is a Member of the House of Representatives, for a grantee in 
their electorate. 
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Chapter 5 
Administration of the UCF and the role of the 

UCF in reducing congestion 

5.1 As detailed at the beginning of this report, the aim of the Urban Congestion 
Fund (UCF) is to fund urban road network upgrades to reduce congestion, and 
therefore to:  

 reduce travel times;  
 reduce vehicle operating costs;  
 deliver a more reliable road network for commuters and freight; and  
 address local bottlenecks.1  

5.2 Despite these aims, throughout the inquiry questions were asked about 
whether the UCF, and in turn, the National Commuter Car Park Fund (CCPF) 
met the Fund’s ultimate aim of reducing congestion.  

5.3 As detailed in previous chapters, evidence to the inquiry suggested that the 
lack of proper consultation and transparency around the allocation of funding 
under the UCF to car parks, along with the other serious issues, resulted in 
CCPF projects that did not meet the needs of local councils and their priorities 
for planned infrastructure, nor were the projects properly funded.  

5.4 This chapter considers the evidence received about whether the CCPF, and the 
UCF more broadly, will in reality deliver on the aims of the UCF. It will also 
put forward the views raised in evidence about alternatives to car parks in 
established urban areas for reducing congestion—primarily through enhanced 
public transport options. 

Addressing congestion  
5.5 There was some support offered for the aims of the CCPF in reducing 

congestion and encouraging the use of public transport. 

5.6 Parking Australia submitted to the committee that the rationale behind the 
CCPF was sound, as increasing the usage of commuter car parks and 
subsequently greater utilisation of public transport would result in the 
government contributing less to the financing of future road upgrades.  

 
1 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, Urban 

Congestion Fund, 21 May 2021, 
https://investment.infrastructure.gov.au/key projects/initiatives/urban congestion fund.aspx 
(accessed 18 August 2021). 
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However, Parking Australia suggested that ‘more in-depth analysis of 
commuter behaviour would have been advantageous’.2 

5.7 Despite support for the aims and concepts of the UCF, emphatic views were 
put forward in evidence to the committee, providing negative views on the 
overall administration and effectiveness of the CCPF. 

5.8 Ms Bronwen Clark, Executive Officer of the National Growth Areas Alliance 
(NGAA), told the committee that the organisation welcomed the 
announcement of the UCF, and thought it would go some way to fixing ‘issues 
in growth areas where people are really challenged by that lack of transport 
facilities’. Instead, the NGAA was ‘really disappointed’ with the missed 
opportunities, as the UCF ‘could have made significant different to growth 
area communities’.3 

5.9 The NGAA again expressed its disappointment in its submission, saying that 
‘the significant amount of targeted investment’ in the UCF was not subject to ‘a 
transparent, consultative or strategic assessment process’. The NGAA 
submitted that this approach in the administration of the CCPF had resulted in 
‘missed opportunities to deliver much-needed projects in an efficient and 
timely way’.4 

5.10 Similarly, SNELA recommended that projects like those under the CCPF 
should have full public disclosure of its merits, including ‘a benefit cost 
analysis, and an exhaustive comparative examination of the relative strength if 
alternative approaches or projects which may achieve the same objectives’.5 

ANAO findings  
5.11 In observing that Coalition-held electorates had a higher success rate for 

securing funding (see Chapter 3), the ANAO did consider whether this was 
simply a reflection of these localities having more factors relevant to the 
achievement of the CCPF’s policy objectives (and the UCF’s more broadly).  

5.12 However, the ANAO found that ‘the geographic distribution of projects did 
not reflect the distribution of key factors relevant to the achievement of the 
policy objectives’, and made the following observations:  

 the Victorian train network extends across the western suburbs where no 
CCPF projects were located (they were instead clustered along certain 
southern and eastern train lines);  

 
2 Parking Australia, Submission 2, pp. 1-2.  

3 Ms Bronwen Clark, Executive Officer, National Growth Areas Alliance, Proof Committee Hansard, 
11 November 2021, p. 6.  

4 National Growth Areas Alliance, Submission 15, pp. 2, 3.  

5 Stop North East Link Alliance, Supplementary Submission 10, p. 7.  
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 Melbourne’s most congested roads in 2016, and forecast for 2031, were 
predominantly to the north-west of Melbourne, but only one CCPF project 
under the UCF had been selected on the train lines in these areas 
(Craigieburn—fully funded by the Victorian Government); and  

 projects tended to be located in local government areas with relatively low 
average population growth rate projections.6 

5.13 The ANAO found that:  

Neither the department’s advice nor the recorded reasons for selection 
outlined each project’s merits against the investment principles or how 
each project would contribute to achieving the policy objective of the UCF. 
As a result, there is little evidence to demonstrate that the selection of 
commuter car park projects was based on assessed merit against the 
investment principles or achievement of the policy objective.7 

Expert views 
5.14 It was made clear to the committee through the evidence of many urban 

planning and transport experts that the CCPF and specifically more car parks 
around railways stations would do little in the way of ‘busting congestion’.  

5.15 For example, the Public Transport Users Association (PTUA) pointed to a large 
body of academic research and government reports which show that attempts 
to reduce congestion by expanding road capacity are ‘often ineffective at best 
and at worst costly and counter-productive’, due to ‘the encouragement of 
additional traffic by the new road space’.8 

5.16 The same findings have been made in relation to railway station car parking, 
as such parking can ‘draw commuters away from feeder bus services and 
undermine their viability’ and could even serve as ‘destination parking … if 
located near an activity centre, thereby encouraging car journeys and crowding 
out train users’.9 

5.17 The PTUA noted the greater potential in reducing congestion through the 
‘provision of high quality public transport services and active transport 
facilities’, as it supports ‘more efficient commuter movements by providing 
access that neither exacerbates nor suffers from road congestion’ in the way 
that travel via private vehicle does.10 For example, the PTUA noted that buses 

 
6 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, pp. 59-60. 

7 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, p. 47. 

8 Public Transport Users Association, Submission 14, p. 2.  

9 Public Transport Users Association, Submission 14, pp. 5-6. 

10 Public Transport Users Association, Submission 14, p. 3. 
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could continue to deliver passengers to train services all day, ‘long after car 
parks would have filled to capacity’.11 

5.18 The PTUA also pointed to the plans of the Victorian Government to 
‘approximately double bus patronage under its recently-released Bus Plan’. 
The PTUA said this implied ‘substantial growth in bus mode share in journeys 
to railway stations which is unlikely to be consistent with significant expansion 
of railway station car parking’.12 

5.19 Overall, the PTUA was of the view that success in managing congestion under 
the UCF would require the engagement of state and local governments during 
the project selection process, and congestion needs to be addressed by:  

… integration and consistency with measures being undertaken by other 
tiers of government to integrate public transport modes and improve 
service quality. Expansion of car parking will rarely serve this objective.13 

5.20 Dr John Stone et al. questioned the negative connotations around reducing 
congestion, suggesting that ‘an absence of congestion implies an oversupply 
and underutilisation of the available infrastructure’. Dr Stone and colleagues 
continued that ‘congestion can be understood as the situation that arises when 
the demand for transport infrastructure (roads) or services (public transport) 
exceeds supply’. They noted that:  

Australian transport agencies and governments have been pursuing 
policies of ‘congestion reduction’ for over 50 years. Congestion is a 
recurring theme in transport and urban infrastructure strategies … Yet, 
road congestion and public transport crowding have continued to grow 
and this, in turn, has given rise to many inquiries, advisory reports and 
academic research that have examined this area of policy failure. 

The overwhelming conclusion of these investigations is that congestion 
reduction has failed because of the bias to ‘solutions’ based on expanding 
road capacity. Put simply, the experience all over the world since the 1970s 
confirms that that additional capacity induces new demand. This ensures 
congestion returns to (or exceeds) initial levels very soon after additional 
capacity is added. In the case of bottlenecks (a specific focus of the UCF), 
when one bottleneck is removed the choke point simply moves to the 
next.14 

5.21 In their submission, Dr Stone and colleagues observed that ‘simplistic notions 
of ‘busting’ congestion are further challenged by the direct relationship that 
exists between traffic volumes and relative travel times by public transport’. 
Because of this, ‘spending on roads … cannot solve congestion while the 

 
11 Public Transport Users Association, Submission 14, p. 6. 

12 Public Transport Users Association, Submission 14, p. 9. 

13 Public Transport Users Association, Submission 14, p. 9. 

14 Dr John Stone et al., Submission 9, pp. 1-2. 
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quality of public transport services is left unchanged’.15  Dr Stone et al. further 
noted that there was now wide acceptance by planners that a better approach 
to reducing congestion were ‘measures that address demand such as pricing 
reform and strategic land-use planning’.  

5.22 In conclusion, their submission stated that the key lesson was that ‘congestion 
reduction is a fruitless ambition’, which ‘should be abandoned in favour of 
objectives more appropriate to urban prosperity and the imperatives of the 
climate emergency’. Further, decisions to provide parking as a solution to 
mobility issues was ‘typically a political decision that might win votes but 
displaces and exacerbates the transport problem’.16 

5.23 Applying this reasoning to the UCF, Dr Stone and colleagues suggested that 
investments in the CCPF to encourage greater use of public transport was not 
supported by the evidence. Dr Stone presented the following calculations in 
support of this view:  

We estimate the CCPF would provide around 30,000 parking spaces across 
Australian cities. Assuming, generously, 1.5 passengers per car, the CCPF 
would enable access for another 45,000 passengers per day across all of 
Australia’s public transport networks. At the 2016 census, slightly over 
1.2 million people commuted to work on public transport, so the CCPF 
would, at best, offer parking to 4% of Australian commuters. 

… 

Large parking structures and the high-capacity, high-speed roads needed 
to feed them create hostile environments for walking, cycling, and public 
transport … Adding more cars to these and other environments will act to 
further discourage walking, cycling, or bus travel to the station. The land 
around stations would be better used in almost any other way.17 

5.24 In appearing before the committee, Dr Stone noted that the CCPF is ‘falling 
into the trap that so many political processes have fallen into in the past—to 
take what seems an immediate, popular approach of giving people more 
supply but doing that in a way which doesn’t tackle ... induced demand’.18 

5.25 The National Growth Areas Alliance (NGAA) argued that federal government 
investment in growth areas has not kept pace with population growth, 
‘resulting in significant deficits in transport infrastructure provision’.19 The 
NGAA argued the CCPF has not relieved congestion in ‘Australia’s 
fastest-growing urban areas’, and further saw the rollout of the UCF as a 
missed opportunity to:  

 
15 Dr John Stone et al., Submission 9, p. 2. 

16 Dr John Stone et al., Submission 9, pp. 2, 3. 

17 Dr John Stone et al., Submission 9, p. 3. 

18 Dr John Stone, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 November 2021, p. 6.  

19 National Growth Areas Alliance, Submission 15, p. 2. 
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5.28 Evidence to the inquiry questioned the costs associated with a number of the 
CCPF projects, suggested that the costs were far too high and might not even 
deliver against the intended aim of the UCF and the CCPF. In addition, the 
ANAO found that there were no clear delivery timelines and milestone 
payment schedules established at project approval stage.  

Project delivery 
5.29 The ANAO concluded as part of its audit that the Department had ‘not had 

sufficiently strong controls in place to establish, for each approved project, 
clear delivery timelines and links between payments and milestones.’ The 
Department advised the Minister that ‘it would establish these after the project 
was approved’. Despite this advice, the ANAO found that:  

… 13 of the 33 approved projects did not have any milestones recorded or 
had incomplete milestones recorded, in part due to not yet having 
established the delivery timeline. Advanced payments increased project 
risk to the Australian Government. Monthly reporting obtained by the 
department from proponents on progress against milestones has not been 
to a consistent standard.32 

5.30 The ANAO also observed that the Department was recording milestones in a 
way that was ‘inconsistent with the administrative requirements set out in the 
Notes on Administration’.33 

Project costs 
5.31 The Department advised that as of August 2021, the Australian Government 

was fully funding upgrades at 31 commuter car park sites.34 

5.32 The Public Transport Users Association (PTUA) observed that there were both 
direct and opportunity costs involved with parking projects. In considering 
new railway car parks in established suburbs, the PTUA said that:  

… there is often significant established development using the land around 
the station. These established land uses can make land acquisition and 
preparation for parking an expensive and cost-ineffective proposition, as 
well as disruptive to existing land users. Land scarcity around established 
stations also increases the likelihood that multilevel parking will be 
required to provide a significant number of parking spaces. As a result of 
factors such as these, proposed park and ride facilities can have very high 
costs per space of up to $200,000 for each car compared to more typical 
costs in the range of $15,000 to $40,000 per car. 

 
32 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, June 2021, p. 81. 

33 See Chapter 1 for further information on Notes on Administration.  

34 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, Senate 
Rural and Regional and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates, 19 July 2021, answers 
to questions taken on notice, number 342. 
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Applying benchmark costs (which may be optimistic for developed areas) 
to the number of additional spaces needed to accommodate current 
morning train capacity on just the Frankston and Sandringham lines 
would cost in the region of $1 billion while still failing to serve people who 
cannot drive or enhancing the network effect.35 

5.33 By way of comparison, the PTUA noted that for $65 million (the cost of the 
new Berwick railway station), 10 new electric busses and charging stations 
could be acquired, and cover driver wages for full-week services for 10 years. 
The PTUA noted that this alternative approach would ‘provide station access 
for train users well after station parking fills to capacity each morning, as well 
as mobility around the local area for people who are unable to drive’.36 

5.34 Parking Australia expressed concern over the ‘exorbitant’ costs associated with 
the car parks at Woy Woy, Panania and Berwick, as determined by the ANAO. 
Parking Australia suggested there was ‘no doubt that the use of the allocated 
funds by the program partners could have been better utilised’ and called for 
the further examination of the additional funding for some of the projects.37 
Parking Australia continued that it agreed with the:  

… benchmark construction costs for two of the three car park scenarios 
stated in the ANAO report. At-grade and multistorey car parks should be 
built within the ranges stated in the report. If a car park is outside of these 
ranges, then serious consideration should be taken as to why and whether 
there is any real cost benefit of the project.38 

5.35 SNELA said it was ‘questionable’ whether 2000 car parking spaces could be 
built in the Kooyong electorate with the funding promised. SNELA drew 
attention to public reporting suggesting that ‘in many cases local members of 
parliament made their own estimates of the cost of projects in their electorate’, 
including Mr Frydenberg.  SNELA provided further detail on the likely costs 
and building requirements for the Kooyong car parks:  

Two potential sites in Canterbury are underground. At Glenferrie, one 
identified site is underground and the other two are above ground and 
multi-storey, and at Camberwell at least one of the two identified sites is 
above-ground and multi-storey. 

The maximum spending commitment for these projects which was 
announced in May 2019 was $65 million. 

Based upon the assumption that each car parked requires 32 square metres 
of parking space, if all of the 2,000 spaces were to be undergrounded with 

 
35 Public Transport Users Association, Submission 14, pp. 7. 

36 Public Transport Users Association, Submission 14, p. 7. 

37 Parking Australia, Submission 2, [pp. 2, 3].   

38 Parking Australia, Submission 2, [p. 2].   



76 
 

 

minimal facilities, the aggregate construction cost may be in the order of 
$95.4 million to $102.8 million.39 

Carpark designs 
5.36 Parking Australia’s view was that the ‘funding allocated to the program 

partners could deliver better results for the taxpayer and commuters’, as the 
‘awarding of projects to builders, architects and consultants, that do not have 
experience in the design or delivery of projects is a major concern’—especially 
given the unique nature of the parking industry. Parking Australia provided 
the following examples:  

In one instance, a council awarded the design of the car parks in the LGA 
to an architect that has not provided standalone multistorey car parks. In 
another instance, funding was provided to a builder who did undertake a 
tender process, but the project was awarded to another builder who 
wanted to charge more than three times what other submissions had 
quoted. 

There are more examples of best practise not being followed and the 
allocating of funding by the project partners to organisations who have 
little, to no expertise, in delivering car parks. 

While the Infrastructure Department are not totally responsible for the 
program partners, they should allocate funding outlining certain 
specifications, technology and timelines for completion. If the program 
partners could not deliver the project in line with the funding, then the 
funding should be reallocated to commuter car parks that could be 
delivered in other areas.40 

5.37 Parking Australia further observed that there were no requirements on CCPF 
delivery partners to incorporate best practice building technology (including 
sustainable building options), with ‘little to no thought given to innovation 
and environmental considerations, from a building or parking technology 
aspect’.41 

5.38 In addition, Parking Australia argued that ‘building a car park with little to no 
parking technology included in the project is just offering a half-baked 
solution’, calling for real-time reporting on car park capacities so that 
commuters did not ‘drive to a train station just to find that the car park is 
already full’, thus increasing congestion in and around a station.42 

5.39 Mr Stuart Norman, Chief Executive Officer of Parking Australia, elaborated on 
this point and told the committee that ‘the administration of the program has 

 
39 Stop North East Link Alliance, Submission 10.1, p. 6. 

40 Parking Australia, Submission 2, [pp. 3-4].   

41 Parking Australia, Submission 2, [p. 4].   

42 Parking Australia, Submission 2, [p. 5].   
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been poor at best’, and ‘included little to no technology’. Mr Norman 
continued that:  

At a time when the government is promoting choice and technology, the 
commuter car park program is providing neither. As per the government's 
policies, they should be ensuring that technology is installed to provide the 
commuter with informed choice about their transport before they leave 
home, and such technology will reduce congestion and emissions.43 

5.40 Parking Australia told the committee that ‘building a car park is only part of 
the solution’, with informing motorists in real-time being key to reducing 
congestion—a point which the organisation made to Minister Tudge on 
8 May 2019 and again on 12 June 2019.44 

5.41 However, Parking Australia noted that there was no need for the car parks to 
be part of a train station, pointing to studies which showed commuters 
normally park within 400 metres of their final destination; given that train 
stations are the final destination, Parking Australia called for the car parks to 
be within 400 metres of the train station.45 

5.42 SNELA also highlighted the issue of duplication and/or redundancy of projects 
arising from the lack of consultation between the state and federal 
government. SNELA advised the committee that the railway station at Surrey 
Hills was to be ‘rebuilt under the Victorian Government’s level crossing 
removal program’. SNELA submitted that:  

Initial advice provided by the Level Crossing Removal Authority was that 
the number of car parking spaces at the new station at Surrey Hills would 
be no greater than that currently provided in aggregate at Surrey Hills and 
at Mont Albert, 380. In more recent advice, however, the Level Crossing 
Removal Authority admitted to being in consultation with the 
Commonwealth in relation to a car park at Surrey Hills.46 

Department’s views and responses 
5.43 The Department submitted that if UCF and its CCPF projects were viewed in 

isolation, and not as part of the broader IIP program, then ‘other road and rail 
investments, state and territory investments and possible future investments 
are ignored’; the Department argued such an approach ‘fails to provide a 
fulsome picture of the investment pipeline’. The Department suggested that:  

The UCF is just one program aimed at improving the lives of Australians 
and in talking congestion. As such, it is important that investments are 

 
43 Mr Stuart Norman, Chief Executive Officer, Parking Australia, Proof Committee Hansard, 

11 November 2021, p. 13.  

44 Parking Australia, Submission 2, [pp. 5-6].   

45 Parking Australia, Submission 2, [p. 4].   

46 Stop North East Link Alliance, Submission 10, p. 6. 
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considered in the context of the broader 10 year rolling pipeline through 
the IIP. 

… 

In relation to urban congestion, individual cities face different 
circumstances across each of those areas. Within a city, regions will have 
diverse pressure points across different modes of transport, requiring 
different solutions and levels of investment. It is difficult to meaningfully 
compare the circumstances of different regions or cities, without 
understanding the legacy infrastructure, mode and history.47 

5.44 The Department concluded that the UCF represents ‘a small percentage of the 
broader IIP, being $4.8 billion (4.3 per cent) of the $110 billion IIP pipeline’.48 

5.45 The Department also drew attention to the work of Infrastructure Australia 
(IA), and said that its work:  

… indicates that it's really difficult for commuters to have access to public 
transport unless there are sufficient car parks and services around. What 
generally happens is that either people stay in their car or park on the 
streets, which adds to congestion. So there's evidence around that, which is 
public information on Infrastructure Australia's website. In dealing with 
looking at state car park programs, they've obviously got the same sort of 
philosophy around that to ensure that if you want to move people en 
masse, then you really need to provide suitable access as well as capacity 
on the railway lines.49 

5.46 Despite the Department drawing attention to the findings of IA, Dr Stone 
pointed out to the committee that the proponents of the CCPF projects had 
‘cherrypicked’ the findings of the IA. Dr Stone noted that IA actually put 
forward that solutions to congestion involved ‘alternatives to driving where 
possible’ and improved public transport options in outer suburban areas.50 

5.47 The Department confirmed that it had not completed any detailed research 
beyond what was put forward by IA. Mr Phil Smith, First Assistant Secretary, 
told Budget Estimates: ‘Have we put out a [research] paper recently? No. The 
Department also undertook numerous bits of modelling on congestion—whilst 
that was not car parks, it was around that research side of it’.51 

 
47 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 

Submission 17, p. 4. 

48 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 4. 

49 Mr Phil Smith, First Assistant Secretary, Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional 
Development and Communications, Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation 
Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 79. 

50 Dr John Stone, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 November 2021, p. 7. 

51 Mr Phil Smith, First Assistant Secretary, Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional 
Development and Communications, Senate Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislation 
Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 79. 
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ANAO recommendations 
5.48 The ANAO noted that it had ‘very good’ cooperation with the Department 

throughout the audit process. While the ANAO flagged that the Department’s 
record keeping wasn’t ideal, it did note that the Department took these 
concerns seriously and has taken steps to improve its processes.52 

5.49 The ANAO made six recommendations addressing program design, record 
keeping, assessment of funding proposals and the establishment of delivery 
and payment milestones. The Department agreed to all six recommendations, 
listed below:  

 When establishing funding programs for the Infrastructure Investment 
Program (IIP), the Department develop an implementation plan, 
performance indicators and an evaluation strategy specific to the funding 
program.  

 The Department’s improvements to record keeping as part of the IIP include 
ensuring good quality business information that is fit for purpose is created 
(that is, detailed, accurate and efficient).  

 The Department document and apply assessment procedures that require it 
to undertake sufficient inquiries to demonstrate that candidates for funding 
under the NLT Act are eligible for approval, before it makes a funding 
recommendation to the Minister. 

 In designing programs for the delivery of funding under the NLT Act, the 
Department propose for Ministerial consideration merit criteria that will be 
used to assess whether projects represent an efficient, effective, economical 
and ethical use of public money.  

 When providing advice on whether funding should be approved for 
funding candidates under the NLT Act that have been identified by a non-
competitive process, the Department identify relevant benchmarks against 
which to assess whether the proposal represents value for money and is 
appropriate for approval.  

 The Department strengthen its controls over the establishment of delivery 
and payment milestones, including by setting out in the Ministerial 
approval briefing the Department’s proposed milestones or the parameters 
for negotiating those milestones.53 

Response to the ANAO findings 
5.50 The Department submitted to the inquiry that it had already put a number of 

improvements into place following the ANAO report. However, despite 
agreeing to all six recommendations of the ANAO the Department disagreed 

 
52 Mr Brian Boyd, Executive Director, Australian National Audit Office, Senate Rural and Regional 

and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 36. 

53 Australian National Audit Office, Submission 1, pp. 2-3. 
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with it on ‘a number of conclusions and findings’ in the report, particularly 
around the initial design and project selection, and findings around 
eligibility.54 

5.51 The Department was of the view that the ANAO report ‘did not provide 
balanced analysis of the Department’s involvement in the selection process, or 
the fact that any commuter car park projects were election commitments made 
as part of an election campaign’. The Department also disagreed with the 
ANAO finding that its administration was not effective.55 

5.52 In response to a question taken on notice, the Department provided an update 
on its progress in implementing responses to the ANAO recommendations, as 
follows:  

Recommendation 1: this is a future focused recommendation with the 
Department accepting that for new programs developed the existing tools 
and practices within the Infrastructure Investment Program will be 
reviewed and tailored implementation plans, performance indicators and 
an evaluation strategy developed where existing tools and practices are not 
appropriate.  

Recommendation 2: during the course of the audit the Department 
immediately sought to make improvements to record keeping practices. 
The response to this recommendation incorporated into the Audit Report 
remains relevant at this time.  

Recommendations 3 through 6: these recommendations will strengthen the 
Department’s management of the Infrastructure Investment Program. In 
December 2020, the Governance, Assurance, Performance and Reporting 
Committee was established with the Infrastructure Investment Division to 
support the First Assistant Secretary in their overarching responsibility to 
oversee and manage the Australian Government’s Infrastructure 
Investment Program. The Committee aims to achieve:  

− Increased performance and accountability in managing the 
Infrastructure Investment Program; 

− Greater consistency in the way the Division, and other divisions 
within the Department, approach project and program functions; 
and 

− Improved transparency on the policy, procedures, guidance and 
support for staff in their day-to-day role.56 

 
54 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, Appendix 1: Letters of response, June 2021, 
p. 94; Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 1.  

55 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, 
Submission 17, p. 1.  

56 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications, Senate 
Rural and Regional and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates, 19 July 2021, answers 
to questions taken on notice, number 336. 



81 
 

 

Committee views  
5.53 Evidence to the inquiry has highlighted the fact that commuter car parks may 

not necessarily be suitable for inner and middle ring urban settings and 
therefore may not properly address urban congestion as anticipated under the 
aims of the UCF. Commuter car parks are instead better suited to outer urban 
and growth areas, where either walking or bus feeder services aren’t 
practicable or available. 

5.54 In addition, poor consultation has resulted in a lack of co-contributions from 
states and territories and the Government having to fund projects in their 
entirety. This is despite the announcements of Minister Fletcher when the UCF 
commenced that ‘states and territories will be asked to match funding for 
projects on a 50:50 basis’ and that the ‘use of innovative funding and financing 
opportunities will also be encouraged’.57 

Congestion 
5.55 Evidence to this inquiry has made clear that there was no analysis of the actual 

congestion reduction potential of commuter car parks in the locations chosen. 
The canvassing process which occurred within executive government ruled 
out any proper assessment which would have occurred if the projects had been 
subject to a normal process. 

5.56 Such processes should have included potential delivery partners putting 
forward projects and potential sites, based on feasibility studies, costings and 
evidence of value for money, project delivery times and the effectiveness of the 
project in addressing congestion in urban areas. This should have been the 
process adopted. 

5.57 Instead, the Minister made the decision to adopt the electorate canvassing 
process which was ultimately utilised. This was the key governance failure. 

5.58 During hearings with the ANAO, some Government Senators tried to suggest 
that the CCPF was ‘making it easier for working Australians to get to work’.58 
The evidence before the committee—and the ANAO—shows that this is 
demonstrably not the case when it comes to the CCPF, and as noted above, the 
government did not assure itself of this fact before rolling out the CCPF 
projects.  

5.59 On this point, the committee is concerned with the evidence that the 
Department does not appear to have undertaken any research regarding 
congestion and car parks in urban areas, relying instead on the findings of 
Infrastructure Australia—which did not necessarily relate to inner urban areas.  

 
57 See Chapter 1, para. 1.29.  
58 See for example: Senate Rural and Regional and Transport Legislation Committee, Budget Estimates 

Hansard, 19 July 2021, p. 35. 
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5.60 The CCPF was announced in the 2019-20 Budget; it is troubling to think that 
the Department has been assessing CCPF projects, and UCF projects since 
2018-19, without developing its own understanding of the issues around 
congestion.  

5.61 The evidence provided to the committee by experts shows that more car parks 
in and around railway stations may not be the best way to address congestion, 
and could in fact make it worse.  

5.62 The Department should assure itself that all projects approved under the UCF 
program will contribute to reducing urban congestion, and therefore represent 
an efficient and effective allocation of public funds. To this end, the committee 
recommends the Department undertake analysis as a matter of priority which 
would provide guidance on the best way to tackle urban congestion.  

Recommendation 3 
5.63 The committee recommends that the Department of Infrastructure, 

Transport, Regional Development and Communications conduct an 
evidence-based, consultative analysis into how to best reduce outer urban 
congestion. The analysis should draw on research and expertise in the fields 
of urban geography, transport, demographics and related fields of expertise 
in order to establish the best approaches to reduce urban congestion.  

5.64 The committee recommends that this analysis be made public once 
completed and be used to inform all future decision-making within the 
Urban Congestion Fund.  

Transparency in project assessment  
5.65 The evidence detailed throughout this report shows a distinct lack of 

transparency on the part of the Department in assessing projects and seeking 
appropriate Ministerial authority to progress project scoping and feasibility, 
and funding (as noted in the previous chapters). The Department needs to 
consider the PGPA Act and how UCF projects represent an efficient, effective, 
economical and ethical use of public money.  

5.66 As noted in the previous chapter, it is of concern that the ANAO could find no 
clear records indicating how projects were selected against UCF investment 
principles and policy objectives. Further, there is no clear reason as to why the 
investment principles were never made public, and only came to light through 
the work of the ANAO.  

5.67 While the committee welcomes the Department’s advice that it had already 
taken steps to improve some of its processes following the findings of the 
ANAO, the committee considers elements of the Department’s response to the 
ANAO recommendations severely lacking any sense of urgency—especially 
considering the CCPF is a $660 million program.  
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5.68 The Department calls Recommendation 1 of the ANAO, to develop an 
implementation plan and performance indicators as part of the Infrastructure 
Investment Program, a ‘future focussed recommendation’.  

5.69 While certainly this approach should be adopted for all future projects, the 
committee is of the view that greater transparency and guidance around 
project assessment and funding eligibility should be implemented 
immediately for the CCPF. The lack of transparency to date has led to 
significant issues in program delivery and confusion for delivery partners and 
has allowed the government to act with impunity in the maladministration of 
public money.   

5.70 The committee therefore recommends that the Department develop and 
publicly release the investment principles and policy objectives of the CCPF, 
and additional guidance around what is required from candidates to ensure 
their eligibility for funding under the NLT Act. Delivery partners should also 
be required to provide to the Department information on how suggested 
projects for the CCPF would meet the stated aims of the UCF and help to 
alleviate congestion in urban areas.  

5.71 The committee echoes the recommendations of the ANAO and urges the 
Department to ensure it has robust internal reporting and recording 
mechanisms in place for all the projects considered and approved as part of the 
UCF program. 

Recommendation 4 
5.72 The committee recommends that the Department of Infrastructure, 

Transport, Regional Development and Communications develop and 
publicly release by no later than 31 January 2022, the investment principles 
and policy objectives for both the Urban Congestion Fund (UCF) and the 
Commuter Car Park Fund (CCPF). The Department should also issue 
guidance to project delivery partners detailing:  

 eligibility requirements for funding under the National Land Transport 
Act 2014; 

 requirements for delivery partners to outline their proposed funding 
contribution to the project; and 

 any further information the Department considers necessary in order for 
it to make recommendations to the Minister around project eligibility.  

5.73 The committee further recommends that delivery partners for the Commuter 
Car Park Fund (both confirmed and prospective) be required by the 
Department to provide information on how suggested projects under the 
CCPF will meet the stated aims of the Urban Congestion Fund.  
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Chapter 6 
Administration, accountability and transparency 

6.1 The administration of the Urban Congestion Fund (UCF), and in particular the 
Commuter Car Park Fund (CCPF), has highlighted weaknesses in the 
administrative and legislative framework for grants funding.  

6.2 It has also highlighted the absence of effective enforcement, both within the 
existing mechanisms available, such as the Statement of Ministerial Standards, 
and through other avenues, to hold the executive to account and ensure that 
any actions taken, or decisions made, are made in the best interests of the 
Australian public.  

6.3 This chapter considers some of the evidence received by the committee 
regarding oversight mechanisms, considers the important role played by the 
Australian National Audit Office (ANAO), and the need for improved 
oversight through a federal integrity body and Parliamentary oversight. 

Allocating funding through grants programs 
6.4 The misuse of the CCPF is but one recent example of the misappropriation of 

federal funds for political purposes. The CCPF is not a grant program and 
therefore not subject to the Commonwealth Grant Rules and Guidelines 
(CGRGs).  

6.5 Because of this, a number of submissions put to the committee that there was 
an urgent need for more effective mechanisms for enforcing and strengthening 
the current regulatory framework, and for the establishment of a federal 
integrity commission.  

The use of grants programs 
6.6 The Centre for Public Integrity (CPI) observed that the spending of public 

funds through Commonwealth grants programs was becoming ‘increasingly 
contentious, in light of successive reports of misuse of funds for political 
gain—a form of corruption known as ‘pork-barrelling’’.1 

6.7 The CPI pointed out that neither the PGPA Act nor the CGRGs impose any 
penalties for breach of their provisions, and that:  

… while there may be consequences for breach by officials via the 
Australian Public Service Code of Conduct, the Statement of Ministerial 
Standards is not independently enforceable and the political reality that a 
Prime Minister has a strong incentive to minimise any ministerial 
wrongdoing militates against current enforcement arrangements being 
effective. 

 
1 The Centre for Public Integrity, Submission 16, p. 2.  
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Enforcement of the constitutionality of Commonwealth expenditure of 
public funds, as well as the requirements that it have legislative authority 
and comply with the specific framework created by the PGPA Act, PGPA 
Rule and CGRGs, is effectively left to whoever has the motivation, 
standing and resources to pursue such matters.2 

6.8 The CPI called for consequences to exist for Ministers and officials who breach 
the legislative requirements applicable to them.3 

6.9 The CPI also examined audits conducted by the ANAO since 2019, ‘in respect 
of the administration of grants programs allocating more than $5.5 billion in 
public funds’ (and potentially more than this figure) and found that 
100 per cent of the audits identified both minor areas for improvement, 
through to serious deficiencies.4 The CPI made the compelling point that with 
a significant portion of the Commonwealth being allocated through grants 
programs, ‘the need for adequate scrutiny and accountability mechanisms in 
relation to grants administration is self-evident’.5 

6.10 The CPI made several recommendations for ‘addressing the current, flawed 
system of Commonwealth grant expenditure’, including:  

 improved parliamentary oversight of Commonwealth spending, for all 
grant programs worth more than $100 million (including the periodic 
tabling of information in the parliament and the establishment of a joint 
committee to oversee grant administration);  

 a strengthened legislative framework, through the extension of the CGRGs 
beyond non-corporate Commonwealth entities to a broader range of 
entities; 

 an independently enforced Code of Conduct for parliamentarians and 
political staffers; and  

 a fit-for-purpose National Integrity Commission, where ‘consequences must 
exist for Ministers and officials who breach the requirements of the existing 
legislative framework’ and therefore a Commission with the ‘requisite 
powers and resources to investigate and report on cases which may involve 
broadly-defined corrupt conduct’.6 

Statement of Ministerial Standards 
6.11 Transparency International Australia (TIA) drew attention to the fact that the 

Statement of Ministerial Standards—which provides that a government should 
act with integrity and in the best interests of the people they serve. The TIA 
suggested the Standards are ‘rarely enforced, have no independent oversight 

 
2 The Centre for Public Integrity, Submission 16, p. 9.  
3 The Centre for Public Integrity, Submission 16, p. 10. 
4 The Centre for Public Integrity, Submission 16, p. 3. See footnote 3 of the submission for a full list of 

ANAO audits considered.  
5 The Centre for Public Integrity, Submission 16, p. 2. 
6 The Centre for Public Integrity, Submission 16, pp. 2-3. 
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mechanisms, and no consequences for breach of the Standards’. The TIA made 
the point that:  

Currently, instances of integrity failings, misconduct, and misuse of public 
funds are subject only to the scrutiny of the ANAO and often progress no 
further than receiving bad press coverage. 

…  

It is a widely accepted principle that a government has an obligation to 
govern for the whole country, not only those that voted for it. Public 
interest must always prevail over political interests. Despite frequent 
assertions from politicians that exercising discretion in funding decisions is 
entirely legal, many experts dispute this.7 

6.12 TIA further suggested that the Commonwealth Grants Rules be broadened to 
include situations where the Federal Government distributes grants through 
an independent statutory corporation or through the states.8 

6.13 The CPI also discussed the Statement of Ministerial Standards, and in 
particular its provisions that require ministers to, among other things, observe 
fairness in decision-making and accept accountability; further, to act with 
integrity, which includes ‘the lawful and disinterested exercise of the statutory 
and other powers available to their office’. It was the view of the CPI that the 
sharing of a ‘marginal electorate spreadsheet’: 

… raises doubts about – amongst other things – whether the exercise of 
powers in this case was disinterested, or reasonable, or took proper 
account of the merits of the matter. 

The potential involvement of the Prime Minister in such conduct also 
reveals the futility of having a Statement that is enforceable by the Prime 
Minister alone: if circumstances required it, would he enforce it against 
himself?9 

Role of the ANAO 
6.14 The ANAO plays a vital role in examining the administration of taxpayer’s 

money, and in informing the public and the Parliament of ineffective and 
deficient administration by government departments and agencies. The point 
was made during the inquiry that the ANAO must be properly funded and 
resourced to undertake audits and therefore help to hold the government to 
account. 

 

 

 
7 Transparency International Australia, Submission 7, p. 4.  

8 Transparency International Australia, Submission 7, p. 5. 

9 The Centre for Public Integrity, Submission 16, p. 7.  
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6.15 For example, the TIA noted that it was ‘promising’ to see the increase in the 
2021 budget for the ANAO, but continued that:  

Since 2013 its funding has been cut by $6.3 million or nearly 22 per cent, 
meaning it has had to slash the number of performance audits from the 
historical average of 48 down to 36. All agencies with major integrity 
functions need to be adequately resourced and have broad scope and 
mandate to operate as part of a coherent national approach. They need to 
work together as a unified and effective “system” – from auditors-general 
and ombudsmen to information commissioners and the courts.  

6.16 The TIA also saw the need for the ‘legal enforcement of the Commonwealth 
Grants Rules’, as doing so could ‘lead to more effective legal challenges of 
partisan grant decisions in the courts’. To achieve this, the TIA recommended 
the establishment of a legal branch in the ANAO which could enabling them to 
‘play a role in assessing how constitutional acts are’.10 

Ongoing allocations to UCF projects 
6.17 In considering the audit functions of the ANAO, the committee turned its 

mind to the future allocation of UCF funds. 

6.18 The Department informed the committee that of the $4.8 billion total funding 
to the UCF, $4 billion has been committed. The committee asked the 
Department whether there were any other components of the UCF whereby 
the projects or sites would be selected by the same canvassing process which 
was used for the commuter car parks.11 

6.19 In response, Mr Phil Smith, First Assistant Secretary of the Department, 
referred the committee to the ANAO’s audit report and noted that ‘the audit 
report outlines the broad process for that as well’. However, when questioned 
further, the Department was unable to guarantee to the committee that a 
similar canvassing process would not be used in future, as highlighted by the 
following exchange:  

CHAIR: But the answer's no, isn't it? There won't be a similar canvassing 
process for other elements of this, will there? 

Mr Smith: Are you talking about the unallocated money? 

CHAIR: Yes. 

Mr Smith: It's a matter for government how it selects projects. 

Senator RICE: How much is unallocated? 

Mr Smith: $890 million. 

 
10 Transparency International Australia, Submission 7, p. 7. 

11 Proof Committee Hansard, 11 November 2021, p. 37.  
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CHAIR: So, there is $890 million unallocated at this stage, nearly a billion 
dollars, with no guarantee … that the same partisan process won't be 
engaged in to select sites. 

Mr Smith: As I said, it's up to the government how it selects projects.12 

Establishment of a national ICAC 
6.20 The misuse of the CCPF program by the current government, which has 

followed closely the serious issues with the administration of the Community 
Sport Infrastructure Grants Program, resulted in evidence to the committee 
calling for the establishment of a federal integrity commission.  

6.21 For example, Mr Tony Harris noted that there were options available to the 
Commonwealth to reduce the misuse of public monies, but the current 
government ‘has shown no appetite’ for the establishment of an effective anti-
corruption agency, nor for improving the tenure of heard of departments so 
they can better advise ministers. Mr Harris concluded that without such 
measures ‘we shall see an unrelenting growth in corruption’.13 

6.22 In appearing before the committee, Mr Harris reinforced this view, saying that 
while a federal integrity commission may not stop bad decision-making, it 
would ‘ensure decision-makers bear full responsibility for their decisions’.14 

6.23 TIA argued that the biggest impediment to national integrity in Australia was 
a decline in public trust in government.15 TIA continued that:  

Australians expect that our government is open, transparent, free from 
corruption and makes decisions that are in the national interest and not 
unduly influenced by a political agenda, including ‘vote buying’.16 

6.24 TIA expressed concern that nationally, ‘many core integrity agencies remain 
unsupported and lack the legal and financial independence they need to 
guarantee their roles’. The TIA advocated for the establishment of a national 
integrity commission ‘with teeth’, that was ‘fit for purpose, with investigative 
powers and enforcement mechanisms to ensure the government is held to 
account to act in the public interest’.17 The TIA suggested that an effective 
national integrity commission should:  

… be an independent, well-resourced statutory agency, with a broad 
jurisdiction, strong investigative powers with scope to cover all types of 
corruption, a broad referral process including from the public, the ability 
to hold public hearings, and a corruption prevention mandate.18 

 
12 Proof Committee Hansard, 11 November 2021, p. 37. 
13 Mr Tony Harris, Submission 12, [p. 5]. 
14 Mr Tony Harris, Proof Committee Hansard, 11 November 2021, p. 24. 
15 Transparency International Australia, Submission 7, p. 1.  
16 Transparency International Australia, Submission 7, p. 1. 
17 Transparency International Australia, Submission 7, pp. 2, 7.  
18 Transparency International Australia, Submission 7, p. 7. 
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6.25 Parking Australia, however, took the view that claims that the allocation of 
CCPF funding was ‘corrupt’ had no basis, that the program would not fall 
under the responsibility of an ICAC, and that there was ‘no evidence to 
support that corruption had taken place at the federal level’. Despite this, 
Parking Australia welcomed greater scrutiny over the way the CCPF funding 
had been allocated by ‘program partners delivering the projects’.19 

Committee views 
6.26 It is clear that executive government and decision makers are not being held to 

account in any effective way for corrupt and otherwise questionable 
behaviour. The evidence before the committee, while damming, still leaves 
questions unanswered and no one held to account or accepting responsibility 
for the misallocation of significant amounts of public money for political 
purposes.  

6.27 There must be an improved integrity framework implemented as soon as 
possible. Between the administration of the CCPF, the UCF more broadly and 
the Community Sport Infrastructure Grants program before it, it has become 
abundantly clear that a federal integrity commission is urgently needed, 
possessing the standing powers of a royal commission.  

Recommendation 5 
6.28 The committee recommends that the Australian Government establish, as a 

matter of urgency, a national integrity commission with the standing powers 
of a Royal Commission.  

External and parliamentary oversight 
6.29 In line with great transparency and accountability, and given the shortcomings 

of the Department in its administration of the CCPF and the disregard shown 
for proper process by the executive in selecting sites for commuter car parks.  

6.30 The importance of ongoing oversight is emphasised by the lack of any 
assurance that a non-meritorious and politically partisan process could be used 
in future to allocate the remaining UCF funds—totalling nearly $1 billion. The 
committee holds concerns that there is capacity for these funds to be 
misappropriated and not provided to projects which meet the aims of the UCF. 

6.31 The committee therefore considers it of utmost importance that the ANAO 
undertake an urgent audit of the UCF and all its subsidiary programs. The 
committee further recommends that the ANAO is provided with sufficient 
resources and funding to complete not only an audit of the UCF as part of its 
2022-23 Audit Program, but to maintain—if not improve—its capacity to 
complete a substantial audit program over the forward estimates. 

 
19 Parking Australia, Submission 2, [p. 2].   
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Dissenting Report - Coalition Senators 

Introduction 
1.1 Coalition Senators on the committee recognise the importance of scrutinising 

the expenditure of public funds by the Commonwealth on infrastructure 
projects, and welcome the opportunity to do so.  

1.2 In undertaking the committee’s scrutiny function, Coalition Senators recognise 
that the administration of the specific program examined through this inquiry, 
the Urban Congestion Fund, has previously been reviewed by the ANAO. 

1.3 Coalition Senators further note that the Department responsible for the UCF, 
the Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and 
Communications, has acknowledged and accepted all recommendations from 
the ANAO regarding the administration of these programs.  

1.4 Coalition Senators welcome that acceptance, and agree that stronger 
administration of funding agreements by the Department can help to ensure 
positive outcomes for the Commonwealth and for taxpayers. 

1.5 Coalition Senators emphasise the importance of government policies that 
supports congestion-reduction initiatives in our major cities. 

Lack of commuter car parking was recognised as an issue in our big 
cities 
1.6 Evidence presented to this inquiry makes clear that there was a bipartisan 

recognition in the lead up to the 2019 Election that congestion and access to 
public transport were issues affecting many Australians in urban areas. 

1.7 Coalition Senators are disappointed that the report produced by Labor 
Senators disingenuously seeks to make a series of criticisms of the 
Government’s commitments to commuter car parks, while deliberately 
omitting key facts which demonstrate that the Labor Party was not only 
supportive of the provision of commuter car parks, but that the 
then-Opposition Leader and the then-Shadow Infrastructure Minister 
Anthony Albanese committed funding to car park projects on the basis of 
lobbying by Labor candidates. 

1.8 Coalition Senators note that the then-Labor leader announced Labor’s 
$300 million Park and Ride Fund in the lead-up to the last election on 
1 July 2018 at the NSW ALP Labor State Conference, and then proceeded to 
commit to 24 commuter car parks in Labor and target seats. 

1.9 Coalition Senators note that, on 2 July 2018, the very day after announcing the 
Park and Ride Fund, Bill Shorten held a press conference near Gosford Station, 
in the marginal seat of Robertson, to announce $15 million for commuter car 
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parks across the Central Coast at Gosford, Woy Woy and Tuggerah. 
Mr Shorten was joined by the Labor candidate for Robertson and the Labor 
member for Dobell. 

1.10 Coalition Senators note that, less than a month after the announcement of 
Labor’s Park and Ride Fund, on 28 July 2018, the now Leader of the 
Opposition, Anthony Albanese, announced $5 million for Narangba Station 
(QLD) with then-Member for Longman Susan Lamb, the day before the 2018 
Longman by-election.  

1.11 The Labor Party’s then-Infrastructure spokesman, Anthony Albanese, wrote in 
2018 that there was a ‘national public transport crisis’ and that ‘unless 
governments act on parking, we risk creating a situation where commuters 
give up on public transport because it is too much trouble’.  

1.12 Coalition Senators note that Labor candidates actively promoted that they had 
secured funding for commuter car parks by personally lobbying the leadership 
of the Labor Party. For example, less than a month before the 2019 Election, the 
Labor candidate for Forde, Des Hardman, told the Gold Coast Bulletin about the 
process by which Labor chose to make election commitments: 

I have been out at Coomera and Ormeau stations just this week, talking 
with commuters about their frustrations of not being able to find a car 
park. 

That’s why I have personally lobbied Bill Shorten and Anthony Albanese 
for this [commuter car park] funding and I’m really grateful they have 
come through for us.1 

1.13 Coalition Senators note that the majority report makes a series of political 
criticisms and commentaries designed to undermine public confidence in the 
Government’s commuter car park investments, while ignoring that the 
Australian Labor Party took an almost identical policy to the 2019 Election, 
including a Labor commitment to fund 24 specific commuter car park projects. 
There was no suggestion that these Labor commitments were subject to any 
post-election assessment process by the Department. To the contrary, Labor 
candidates and members of parliament were emphatic in their statements that 
the money had been “secured”, providing Labor won the election. 

1.14 Those reading the majority report can draw their own conclusions as to 
whether Labor, had they won the election, would have held an inquiry into the 
allocation of funding under its own commuter car park fund, let alone to have 
produced a report criticising the canvassing of areas of need with its 
candidates and MPs and stating—as this majority report does—that the 
evidence shows that car parks around railway stations ‘do little to “bust” 
congestion’.  

 
1 Paul Weston, ‘Gold Coast federal poll: Labor’s shock M1 and rail line announcement as battle for 

Forde heats up’, Gold Coast Bulletin, 3 May 2019.  
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1.15 If it is the case—as the Labor Senators on this committee suggest—that 
commuter car parks do little to reduce congestion, this judgement must 
necessarily be applied not just to the Government’s program but equally to 
Anthony Albanese’s decision to announce a $300 million taxpayer funded 
program to build commuter car parks and to pen an article declaring that: 

The inability to find a park close to their station is something all 
commuters unfortunately face. Good government means solving this 
problem.2 

1.16 If, as Labor Senators claim in their report, it is “unethical” to allocate funding 
through Ministers’ offices with reference to suggestions of MPs and 
candidates, then this criticism must also be applied to the equivalent Labor 
program in which Labor candidates were publicly credited with “securing” 
funding for train station car parks by “personally lobbying” Anthony Albanese 
and Bill Shorten. Presumably, on the back of this criticism from Labor 
Senators, the Labor Party will in the future refrain from allowing its candidates 
and members to lobby Labor leadership for infrastructure commitments in 
their electorates, and will be clear that any infrastructure election 
commitments it makes are purely hypothetical and contingent on 
Departmental sign off. 

1.17 A reasonable analysis of the situation is that leadership, members of 
Parliament and candidates from both Labor and the Coalition parties all 
recognised that there was a significant demand from the community to fund 
projects specifically targeted at reducing congestion in urban areas, including 
the construction of commuter car parks. Both sides made commitments to fund 
specific car park projects as well as a range of other infrastructure projects. 
Yet Labor’s stance now seems to be that it was not appropriate for the 
Coalition to commit to car park projects on this basis, but perfectly acceptable 
for Labor to do so.  

The Government had authority to take all of the decisions made under 
the Urban Congestion Fund 
1.18 Coalition Senators note the ANAO findings that infrastructure investment 

decisions can be made at any time: 

Under the Infrastructure Investment Program arrangements, the 
Australian Government may commit funding to an investment project at 
any time for any phase based on information it deems appropriate. 
Committed funding to a project will be listed in the Schedules to the 

 
2 The Hon Anthony Albanese MP, ‘Government must confront public transport parking crisis’, The 

Big Smoke, 17 October 2018.  
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National Partnership Agreement. Projects may be listed individually or 
collectively.3 

1.19 The ANAO also confirmed that all 33 car park sites that the department has 
assessed were recommended to the Minister for funding: 

The department has provided clear funding recommendations in respect to 
the 33 projects for which it had submitted written briefings to the Minister. 
Reflecting the results of the department’s assessment of project eligibility 
and merit, on each occasion the department recommended that funding be 
provided.4 

1.20 Coalition Senators also note the ANAO finding that the Minister never 
overruled the advice of the Department: 

For each of these 33 projects the Minister recorded that he had accepted the 
department’s recommendations. There have been no instances where the 
Minister: 

 approved funding for a commuter car park project that had been 
recommended for rejection by the department (noting that there were 
no instances where the department had advised the Minister that 
funding should not be awarded to a project that had been assessed); or 

 rejected a project that had been recommended for approval by the 
department.5  

 
 

Senator Claire Chandler 
Deputy Chair 

 
3 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 

Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, June 2021, p. 38.  

4 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, June 2021, p. 11.  

5 Australian National Audit Office, Auditor-General Report No. 47 2020-21: Administration of Commuter 
Car Park Projects within the Urban Congestion Fund, June 2021, p. 80.  
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Appendix 1 
National Commuter Car Park Fund projects 

Table 1.1 National Commuter Car Park Fund - projects by jurisdiction1  

New South Wales  Commonwealth contribution2 Status3 

Campbelltown  $22.1 million In planning 

Emu Plains $15 million Under 
construction 

Gosford $30 million In planning 

Hurstville*  $7.5 million In planning 

Kingswood $20 million In planning 

Macarthur  $15 million In planning 

Panania  $7.5 million In planning 

Revesby $12.5 million Under 
construction 

Riverwood  $10.5 million In planning 

St Marys $33.8 million In planning 

Woy Woy $5 million In planning 
   

Queensland  Commonwealth contribution Status 

Beenleigh Station* $15 million In planning 

Coomera Station* $15 million In planning 

Loganlea Station*  $15 million In planning 

Mango Hill & Ferny 
Grove* 

$15 million Under 
construction  

 

 
1  All sourced from Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and 

Communications, Urban Congestion Fund, 26 August 2021, 
https://investment.infrastructure.gov.au/key projects/initiatives/urban congestion fund.aspx 
(accessed 24 November 2021). The committee notes that a number of projects which are no longer 
proceeding are still listed by the Department.  

2  Contribution from the Australian Government, noting states also make contributions to projects 
under the Fund. 

3  As of 24 November 2021. 
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Western Australia Commonwealth contribution Status  

Mandurah Station 
Parking Bays* 
 

$16 million Under 
construction 

Victoria  Commonwealth contribution  Status  

Beaconsfield $15 million Completed  

Bentleigh $9.1 million In planning 

Berwick $64.2 million In planning 

Boronia $20 million In planning 

Brighton Beach  $4.3 million In planning 

Camberwell $20 million In planning 

Canterbury $15 million In planning 

Craigieburn and 
Hurstbridge* 

$70 million Under 
construction 

Croydon  $18 million Completed  

Doncaster Park and 
Ride* 

$6 million In planning 

Elsternwick $9.1 million In planning 

Eltham Station* $6 million In planning 

Ferntree Gully $16 million In planning 

Frankston $43.5 million In planning 

Glenferrie $15 million In planning 

Hampton $4 million In planning 

Heatherdale $15 million In planning 

Heathmont $18.9 million In planning 

Narre Warren $15 million In planning 

North Brighton $6.9 million In planning 

Officer   

Pakenham $15 million In planning 

Ringwood $29.7 million In planning 

Sandringham $3.1 million In planning 

Surrey Hills $15 million In planning 
 *Commuter Car Park Upgrade projects  
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28 August 2018  Department advised that the construction of a car park, 
attached to a rail station, would be eligible as an 
intermodal facility under the National Land Transport Act 
2014  
See ANAO report, paras 4.26 and 4.29  
 
Minister Fletcher ceased as Minister for Urban 
Infrastructure and Cities; Minister Tudge commences as 
the relevant Minister  
See ANAO report, footnote 2  

Mid-September 
2018  

Minister Tudge asked staff to start organising meetings 
with marginal electorate Members (canvassing starts) 
See F&PA Committee hearing, 25 October 2021 

October 2018 UCF governance arrangements agreed by Cabinet, with no 
open call for submissions and decisions to be made by the 
Australian Government  
Department advised Minister it was analysing data to 
identify priorities under various initiatives, including the 
UCF  
Department provided an unsigned brief to the Minister; 
marked as superseded two months later  
See ANAO report, paras 2.26, 3.32, footnote 14  

November 2018 Minister’s office requested information on a ‘Park and 
Ride’ facility, including how many projects could be 
funded with a $250 million investment 
Department advised that such projects had high cost 
variability, but under 50/50 Commonwealth/State funding 
arrangement, up to 40 such facilities could be funded  
See ANAO report, para 2.21  

2 November 2018 Department provided list of 19 UCF projects across seven 
states/territories, as input to the initial $1 billion in the 
fund; email to the Minister’s Office said ‘happy to exchange 
lists when you’re ready’ 
A list of 25 projects later the same day goes to the 
Minister’s Office from the Department, including project 
name, general geographic area and some additional 
information  
See ANAO report, para 2.27 and responses to questions taken on 
notice by Department (RRAT Committee); see also Information 
released through FOI 22-018, p. 49 
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9 November 2018 Departmental email to Minister’s Office and Deputy Prime 
Minister’s Office, including list of 19 projects and a series of 
draft maps of major capital cities and the locations of 
projects; no electorate data was included in the project 
descriptions or maps 
See responses to questions take on notice by Department (RRAT 
Committee)  
 
Minister’s Office requests advice on estimated costs of Park 
and Ride facilities  
Information released through FOI 22-018, p. 49 

19 November 2018 Minister’s Office emailed Department again – issue/subject 
matter unknown  
Information released through FOI 22-018, p. 49 

20 November 2018  Submission from the Department providing estimate of 
Park and Ride facilities of $250 million  
Information released through FOI 22-018, p. 50 

29 November 2018 Minister’s Office asks for ‘its’ projects to be included in the 
list, along with a column added in to signify how the 
priority was identified. Minister’s Office advised that it 
would go through the spreadsheets with the Prime 
Minister’s Office and Deputy Prime Minister’s Office, 
ahead of a related meeting with the Minister for Urban 
Infrastructure 
See ANAO report, para 2.30  

30 November 2018  Department emailed the Minister’s Office with the 
requested spreadsheet, with 51 projects in total: 26 
identified by Department, 24 by Minister’s Office, 1 by 
NSW Government  
See ANAO report, para 2.31 

December 2018  Relevant Ministers sought to bring forward proposals for 
the CCPF; following consultations a revised list was 
provided to the Department from the Minister’s Office  
See ANAO report, para 2.32 

6 December 2018 Meeting between Minister Tudge and the Prime Minister, 
with a power-point slide prepared including states and 
electorates 
See F&PA committee hearing, 11 November 2021 

12 December 2018 Minister’s Office requested research on the benefits of 
commuter car parking 
Information released through FOI 22-018, p. 50 
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14 December 2018 Minister’s Office emails Department – issue/subject matter 
unknown 
Information released through FOI 22-018, p. 50 

17 and 18 
December 2018 

2018-19 Mid-Year Economic and Fiscal Outlook (MYEFO)  
 
Emails from the Minister’s Office to the Department, UCF 
project lists for decision through correspondence  
Information released through FOI 22-018, p. 50 

19 December 2018 Deputy Prime Minister and Minister Tudge write to Prime 
Minister seeking approval of the first tranche of projects 
under the UCF, including some car parks  
See RRAT Estimates hearing, 19 July 2021   

January 2019  Final list of projects selected by the Government for 
allocating $1 billion, approved by Prime Minister – 
9 projects put forward by Department (one later 
withdrawn), 11 car park projects announced, and 33 UCF 
projects selected  
See ANAO report, para 2.32, RRAT Estimates hearing, 19 July 
2021, Department submission to JCPAA  
 
Change of CCPF projects, with Heatherdale removed and 
Mitcham added. The change of projects was provided to 
the Department by email from the Minister’s Office and 
authority for the Mitcham project provided via media 
release (see below)  
Information released through FOI 22-018, p. 47 

11 January 2019 Prime Minister agreed to 11 projects ($103 million) 
proposed by the Minister and Deputy Prime Minister, by 
exchange of letters (did not include Gosford)  
See ANAO report, Table 3.1  

29 January 2019  One UCF project selected 
See ANAO report, Figure 1.1  

31 January 2019  One previously agreed car park site removed; Minister’s 
Office emailed Department that the Prime Minister’s Office 
had given approval for Mitcham project and Heatherdale 
project removed  
See ANAO report, Figure 1.1, Table 3.1 and para 3.9 

7 February 2019 Media release by the Prime Minister and the Minister for 
Urban Infrastructure, announcing funding for six CCPF 
sites (including Mitcham, Victoria) 
This media release was later relied upon by the Department as 
authority/approval for the Mitcham project  
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March 2019 Department asked about Gosford project as it was not 
listed as approved; Minister’s Office said it was approved  
See ANAO report, para 3.8  

14 March 2019 Department advised PM&C that Gosford was part of the 
car park program  
See ANAO report, para 3.8  

20 March 2019 Mandurah included as a CCPF site  
Information released through FOI 22-018, p. 52 

22 March 2019 Project list provided by the Minister’s Office to the 
Department, with additional UCF projects listed for 
including in the Budget  
Information released through FOI 22-018, p. 52 

24 March 2019 One car park site selected and 15 UCF projects selected, via 
exchange of letters between the Prime Minster and 
Ministers, as part of 2019-20 Budget development  
See ANAO report, Figure 1.1  

26 March 2019 Department provided advice on the project list, and says it 
cannot recommend allocating funding to car park projects, 
given the limited time and information it had 
See ANAO report, para 3.40; Information released through FOI 
22-018, p. 52 

27 March 2019  One car park site selected; Prime Minister announced 
funding for Gosford via media release 
See ANAO report, Figure 1.1, Table 3.1 and para 3.8  

April 2019  Conclusion of the CCPF site canvassing  
See F&PA Estimates hearing, 25 October 2021  

2 April 2019 2019-20 Budget; one UCF project selected, $3 billion added 
to the UCF and CCPF established with an allocation of 
$500 million, and Mandurah included as a car park site   
See ANAO report, Figure 1.1; Information released through FOI 
22-018, p. 52 

3 April 2019 Email to the Department from the Minister’s Office with 
project list, with the Minister’s Office seeking advice on 
new UCF projects including CCPF projects 
Information released through FOI 22-018, p. 52 

5 April 2019 Departmental briefing says it cannot recommend allocating 
funding to car park projects, given the limited time and 
information on hand  
See ANAO report, para 3.40  
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8 April 2019 Letter from Minister Tudge to the Prime Minister (copied 
to Deputy Prime Minister, Treasurer and Finance Minister), 
seeking additional car park funding for Berwick Railway 
Station 
See RRAT Estimates hearing, 19 July 2021 and answers to 
questions taken on notice  

10 April 2019  27 CCPF sites and 15 UCF projects selected via exchange of 
letters between the Prime Minister and Minister Tudge; 
Minister asked the Prime Minister to agree to an attached 
list of projects, including 26 CCPF sites (via email at 
1.08pm; via email to the Deputy Prime Minister at 1.33pm 
and 1.42pm; Finance Minister at 1.42pm; and Treasurer at 
1.59pm)  
Prime Minister emailed approval to the Offices of the 
Finance Minister, Deputy Prime Minister and the Treasurer 
at 7.15 pm 
See RRAT Estimates hearing, 19 July 2021 and answers to 
questions taken on notice 

11 April 2019 Caretaker period commences  
Department receives information about the projects which 
have been approved by the Finance Minister/Prime 
Minister  
See RRAT, answers to questions taken on notice 

8 May 2019 Parking Australia met with Minister Tudge  
See ANAO report, footnote 13  

23 May 2019  Department received legal advice about intermodals and 
car parks  
See RRAT, answers to questions taken on notice 

29 May 2019 Caretaker period ends  
12 June 2019  Parking Australia met with Minister Tudge again  

See ANAO report, footnote 13 
21 June 2019  Return of writs  
1 July 2019 Most recent update and agreement of the National 

Partnership Agreement on Land Infrastructure Projects 
See ANAO report, papa 1.8  

5 July 2019 7 car park sites and 26 UCF project election commitments 
authorised via letter election commitment authority letter 
from the Prime Minister 
See ANAO report, Figure 1.1, Table 3.1, footnote 4  
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December 2019  Department advised Minister that the existing car park at 
the Brighton Beach station was not suitable for upgrading; 
both the Victorian Government and Bayside City Council 
had indicated they would not act as delivery agent; and 
there was no suitable land located in close proximity to the 
station on which to build a commuter car park. The $4.3 
million was reallocated to the North Brighton project 
See ANAO report, footnote 55  

16 December 2019 2019-20 MYEFO; CCPF funding expanded due to the 
administrative roll-in of other commuter car park projects 
and election commitments  
See ANAO report, Figure 1.1  

12 March 2020 First approval of a project under the National Land Transport 
Act 2014 – but approved under ‘road building’ provisions 
rather than intermodal provisions  
See ANAO report, para 4.19 

13 March 2020 Approval for Heathmont and Heatherdale projects  
See ANAO report, footnote 87  

17 March 2020 Department recommends Minister approve funding for six 
UCF projects in Victoria under incorrect provisions of the 
National Land Transport Act 2014  
See ANAO report, para 4.20  

24 March 2020 Minister approves the six projects  
See ANAO report, para 4.20  

16 April 2020 Croydon and Heathmont car park sites, first certification 
validated by the Department  
See ANAO report, para 5.38 

May 2020 Payment made to the Croydon and Heathmont funding 
recipients, prior to the second milestone certification which 
did not occur until 2 June 2020  
See ANAO report, para 5.38 

20 May 2020  Minister approves a project at Doncaster under incorrect 
provisions of the National Land Transport Act 2014  
See ANAO report, para 4.22  

28 May 2020 Legal advice provided to the Department 
See ANAO report, para 4.30, and RRAT answers to questions 
taken on notice 
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June 2020 Minister requests cost benchmarking work be completed, 
undertaken by Turner and Townsend which provided a 
response to tender on 11 June; then, on 17 June – contract 
signed; 19 June, draft report provided; 23 June, final report 
provided  
See ANAO report, para 4.46, footnote 16, and RRAT answers to 
questions taken on notice 

2 June 2020 Second milestone certification validated by the Department 
for the Croydon and Heathmont car parks  
See ANAO report, para 5.38  

16 June 2020  Legal advice provided to the Department about car parks 
and intermodal facilities  
See RRAT answers to questions taken on notice 

7 July 2020 One UCF project selected  
See ANAO report, Figure 1.1  

27 August 2020  Legal advice provided to the Department about car parks 
and intermodal facilities  
See RRAT answers to questions taken on notice 

28 August 2020 Council on Federal Financial Relations established a new 
Federation Funding Agreements framework, consolidating 
all existing National Partnership Agreements into five 
overarching sectoral Federation Funding Agreements  

October 2020 Departmental ‘backpocket’ briefing for October 2020 Senate 
Estimates says COVID-19 restrictions have impacted two 
projects 
See ANAO report, para 5.29  

14 December 2020 Following Departmental recommendation, Minister 
approves scoping phase of Woy Woy CCPF project 
See ANAO report, para 4.27  

22 December 2020 Minister Tudge ceases as Minister for Urban Infrastructure 
and Cities; Minister Fletcher recommences as the relevant 
Minister  
See ANAO report, footnote 2 

February 2021 ANAO seek evidence of authority for the Mitcham project, 
and was provided by the Prime Minister’s 7 February 2019 
press release  
See ANAO report, para 3.9  

19 February 2021 Legal advice provided to the Department about car parks 
and intermodal facilities  
See RRAT answers to questions taken on notice 
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24 February 2021 Department provided the ANAO with the phase and 
milestone data contained in its management systems for all 
33 approved car park projects  
See ANAO report, para 5.6  

23 March 2021 Department advised the ANAO that additional funding 
was being sought for the Croydon and Berwick projects  
See ANAO report, footnote 84  

31 March 2021 Cut-off for the ANAO’s work – found that as of this date, 
44 CCPF projects had been announced, involving upgrades 
at 47 sites with a total funding commitment of $660.4 
million. ANAO found that:  
- assessment work had been completed for 10 car parks 
resulting in $100 million of Australian Government 
funding being approved for the full project (including 
delivery of construction work). Construction had been 
completed at two sites and had commenced at a further 
three sites; 
 - for a further 23 projects, the department had assessed 
proposals for the funding of scoping/development work 
with $22 million in funding approved (of the $300 million 
committed to those 23 projects); 
- one had not been assessed or approved as it is being fully 
funded by the Victorian Government; 
- two projects had been cancelled; and 
- no assessment work had yet been undertaken in relation 
to the remaining 11 projects with an aggregate commitment 
of $175 million reflecting the situation that a project 
proposal had not yet been received from the identified 
proponent  
As of 31 March 2021, five of the 47 commuter car park sites 
originally announced (11 per cent) had commenced 
construction, with construction of two of these sites 
reaching practical completion. By this date, the department 
had paid $76.5 million of program funding (12 per cent of 
the total committed) relating to 28 sites 
See ANAO report, Summary and recommendations  

April 2021 Department’s response to the ANAO notes its 
disagreement with some of the findings in its report  
See ANAO report, Appendix  
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15 April 2021 Government decides to: 
- cancel four projects (Balaclava, Kananook, Mitcham and 
Seaford), and reallocate $42.2 million in funding  
- commit additional funding of $87.8 million to five existing 
car park projects and provide $5 million in funding to a 
new site on the Pakenham Line in Victoria 
- revise the scope of the Northern Lines project, giving the 
Minister for Urban Infrastructure authority to determine 
the location of up to 10 additional commuter car park sites 
within the existing funding commitment  
- commit $49.2 million to the Berwick project 
-  commit additional funding of $3.9 million to the 
Heathmont project and $14.7 million to the Ringwood 
project 
See ANAO report, footnotes 56, 35, 54 and 85  

May 2021 2021-22 Budget; $92.8 million for CCPF upgrades, for 
projects previously committed but insufficiently funded 
(Berwick, Frankston, Ringwood)  
See ANAO report, para 1.5  
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Appendix 3 - Submissions and additional 
information 

Submissions 
1 Australian National Audit Office 
2 Parking Australia 
3 Maroondah City Council 
4 Cardinia Shire Council  
5 Professor Richard Mulgan 
6 Mr Stephen Lucas 
7 Transparency International Australia 
8 Boroondara City Council 
9 Dr John Stone et al., University of Melbourne 
10 Stop North East Link Alliance 
11 Knox City Council 
12 Mr Tony Harris 
13 Hume City Council 
14 Public Transport Users Association 
15 National Growth Areas Alliance (NGAA) 
16 Centre for Public Integrity 
17 Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and 

Communications’ 

Answer to Question on Notice 
1 Answer to a question placed on notice to the National Growth Areas Alliance 

by Senator Janet Rice on 11 November 2021; received 19 November 2021. 

Tabled Documents 
1 Mr Cameron Tampion, Public Transport Users Association – Supplementary 

Figures, dated 11 November 2021 
2 Mr David Hallinan, Deputy Secretary, Department of Infrastructure, 

Transport, Regional Development and Communications – Infrastructure 
Investment Program – Projects announced since 2018-19 Budget, Urban 
Congestion Fund projects as at September 2021 
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Appendix 4 - Public Hearings 

Thursday, 11 November 2021 
Committee Room 2S1 
Parliament House 

Mr Stephen Lucas, Private capacity 

University of Melbourne  
 Dr John Stone, - via videoconference 

National Growth Areas Alliance (NGAA) 
 Ms Bronwen Clark, Executive Officer - via videoconference 

Parking Australia 
 Mr Stuart Norman, Chief Executive Officer - via videoconference 

Public Transport Users Association 
 Dr Tony Morton, President - via videoconference 
 Mr Cameron Tampion, Researcher- via videoconference 

Professor Richard Mulgan, Private capacity 

Mr Tony Harris, Private capacity 

Centre for Public Integrity 
 Dr Catherine Williams, Research Director - via videoconference 
 The Hon Anthony Whealy QC, Chair - via videoconference 

Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Communications 
 Mr David Hallinan, Deputy Secretary 
 Mr Philip Smith, First Assistant Secretary 
 Mr Benjamin Meagher, Assistant Secretary 
 Mrs Robyn Legg, Assistant Secretary 
 Mr Robert Bradley, Assistant Secretary, Victoria, Tasmania and South 

Australia Infrastructure Branch 
 Ms Shona Rosengren, Assistant Secretary 

Australian National Audit Office 
 Ms Rona Mellor PSM, Deputy Auditor-General 
 Ms Carla Jago, Group Executive Director, Performance Audit Services 

Group 
 Mr Brian Boyd, Executive Director, Performance Audit Services Group 
 Ms Tracey Bremner, Senior Director, Performance Audit Services Group 




