
Addendum to Submission to the Committee dated 04 September 2026 

Chair, Members of the Committee 

I am making this addendum to my earlier submission in a personal capacity. I am an author 
and retired risk professional, with degrees from the University of Tasmania. Prior to 
retirement I served as a policy staff officer in the Australian Army's Risk Management 
portfolio. 

AI is not my area of expertise. My submission is framed around the management of risk 
which is my area of expertise. 

Tasmania is currently attempting to negotiate the terms of a major industrial build although 
I am not aware of any formal risk assessment in place. That means every stakeholder at the 
table — the State, Local Government, communities, and the proponents themselves — is 
dealing with blancmange. 

Blancmange takes the shape of whatever container it is poured into. It holds no fixed form, 
resists no pressure, and offers nothing solid to push against. That is precisely the condition 
of the current debate. Without a shared, documented assessment of what could go wrong, 
how likely it is to go wrong, and what would prevent or help recover from it, if it did go 
wrong, we are dealing with blancmange. Risk becomes managed on the run, or what is 
generally termed, ‘risk managed’ i.e. you deal with the problem when it arises and pay the 
price for not putting controls in place in the first instance. 

A formal assessment of risk is what turns blancmange into a structure. It gives the State 
something firm to stand on, provides a basis for negotiation, and is something specific to 
regulate. 

Let me offer an analogy. As the Trojans watched a group of trusted servants dragging in a 
horse that had appeared outside the citadel of Troy, they took it for an offering from the 
gods. The following day revealed the cost of not checking the horse outside the gates. 

Today, Tasmania faces a similar choice. AI data centres(AIDCs) represent a genuine 
opportunity — but they also concentrate unknown risks in shared systems. Right now, we 
are inviting them in before agreeing on how to vet them. 

I am not opposed to AI data centres in principle. I simply argue that they require proper 
regulation before scale. 

Tasmania's water, wastewater, and electricity infrastructure was designed for a population of 
roughly our current size — not for industrial AI facilities that could each draw 100 MW or 
more, equivalent to around 6% of Tasmania's peak electricity demand.1  

 
1 Note: Tasmania's transmission system peak demand was 1,736 MW in 2023–24. Source: Office of the 
Tasmanian Economic Regulator, Energy in Tasmania Report 2023–24, Table 8.1. 
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To assist the Committee, understand the potential risks associated with AI Data Centres, I 
have developed a bow tie risk diagram and made a copy available to the Committee. 

For the benefit of the committee, the risk assessment is called a bow tie because, like the 
bow tie worn with a dinner suit, the shape grows from the centre. The shape is symbolic 
because the more questions you ask, the larger the size of paper you need. The bow tie risk 
assessment is designed to be a depiction of risk on a page. 

At the centre is what is referred to as the top risk event: 

The State loses the ability to govern AI data centre demand 
on shared power, water, and planning systems. 

To assist the Committee make sense of the document, on the far left are the threats, next to 
it are the controls that if applied, will prevent the threat from occurring. On the far right are 
the consequences of the threat realising, and next to it are the recovery controls – those 
measures, if employed will reduce the effect of the threat if it occurs – or rather, mitigate 
the risk. 

So, if we look at T1 No formal Regulator or clear mandate, its control would be PC1 Appoint 
a statutory AIDC regulator with enforcement powers. However, if this threat occurred i.e. no 
formal regulator was appointed, then the terms for operation of new AIDCs would be weak 
with the state losing economic benefit. The recovery control would be intervention to 
renegotiate conditions – a somewhat untidy option. 

The distinction that matters in this risk assessment is inherent versus residual risk 

The inherent risk is HIGH – that’s a subjective assessment based on the likelihood and 
consequence of one or more of the threats occurring. However, the residual risk is 
unknown. 

It is unknown because until subject matter experts can be assembled to agree on the 
preventative and recovery controls, we simply do not know what exposure Tasmania 
carries. The State is currently carrying an unquantified liability on behalf of its residents, and 
no one can say what it is. 

I might mention here that it would be commercially sound for the State to ask the AIDC for 
its own risk assessment. Its top event will be different because it will have a corporate 
mission, but it would give the State an insight into how well prepared the AIDC corporation 
is in its own contingency planning. 

The State cannot presently demonstrate a net benefit, and it cannot presently rule out a net 
cost. A credible economic assessment should address, at minimum:  

1) direct employment and its duration;  
2) taxation and royalty flows;  
3) upward pressure on electricity prices for existing consumers;  
4) water and wastewater cost shifting onto ratepayers;  
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5) displacement of existing industry and agricultural water users; and  
6) the cost of grid augmentation, including who pays for it. 

Without that analysis, "opportunity" and "risk" are guestimates. Neither can be weighed. 

Based on the above, I make the following recommendations: 

That the State Government takes a more proactive stance by: 

1. Conducting its own formal risk assessment, supported by subject matter experts, 
with published outputs. 

2. Establishing a dedicated regulator with statutory authority over cumulative power, 
water, wastewater, and planning impacts — appointed before further approvals at 
scale. 

3. Committing to ongoing regulation of the sector in conjunction with a Federal 
Regulator for the mutual benefit of all stakeholders, including proponents, who will 
benefit from predictable and defensible rules. 

The Committee should note that this risk assessment is not an official document but could 
be a starting point to help the State regain the initiative in AIDC discussions. 

In closing 

My submission is not an argument against AI infrastructure. Far from it — with the right 
governance framework and regulator in place, AI data centres could be the spearhead of 
economic recovery. We just need to make sure the spear is pointing in the right direction. 

Unlike the Trojans, let’s inspect the gift horse outside the gates before dragging it in. 

 

James Ayliffe BA, BJSt (Hons) 

 

29 October 2026 
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