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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Discharge of Order and Referral to Standing Committee on Legislation — Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [5.07 pm]: I am indicating 
why the state government will not support the referral motion. One of the reasons that people sought to have the 
bill referred to committee was because there was an insinuation that there is political interference at some level, 
in some way or other, in the way that the Western Australian Local Government Association undertakes the 
selection of members to the Local Government Advisory Board. I was in the process of explaining that once 
people understand how people are nominated to that board it can be seen that that cannot be the case. I believe 
that people need to be careful when making insinuations of that type about the Local Government Advisory 
Board and the way WALGA puts people on the board. 

I earlier made it absolutely clear that not only is there no difference in the number of people that the minister can 
have influence with in getting onto the Local Government Advisory Board, but also there is no difference in the 
way that the minister influences how the Western Australian Local Government Association calls for 
nominations, how state members are nominated and how their names are put forward to WALGA’s selection 
committee. WALGA then prepares a short list which goes to the WALGA state council which is made up of 
members elected from the Western Australian Local Government Association. It can remove any names it wants 
and it is only then that those names are given to the minister. There is a lengthy process that local government 
takes to get people into those positions and to ensure that they are independent. It goes through all those 
processes—calling for nominations, nominations before the local government selection committee made up of 
elected members, going to the Western Australian Local Government Association state council which is made up 
of elected members—before a recommendation is put to the minister. I am confident that this is not something 
that the minister can influence in any way. I do not believe that the bill going to a committee will make any 
difference to providing that sort of information to anybody. I want to emphasise that by saying that the Western 
Australian Local Government Association consists of the local governments themselves. The local governments 
determine and put forward the list of names to go to the minister. There are no Liberal Party patsies, which is one 
reference that I heard, in that process. There is no opportunity to influence the process. I think Hon Ken Travers 
stated that WALGA is incapable of putting forward a list of nominations without political influence. 

Hon Ken Travers: You are misrepresenting me, minister. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am saying that I wanted to re-emphasise that I believe that is an insult to the WA 
Local Government Association. 

Hon Ken Travers: What I was saying was if two Liberal Party members get themselves on that list, your 
minister will choose them out of the 12. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: How do they get themselves on the list, as the member puts it? I have just explained 
that amazing process that they have to go through, and Hon Ken Travers is still there insulting the Western 
Australian Local Government Association — 

Hon Ken Travers: No, I’m not. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: He is—by saying that a couple of people can get themselves on the list when they 
have to go through that process. Either Hon Ken Travers has not been listening or he is intent on continuing to 
insult the Western Australian Local Government Association with those assertions. It is amazing that he will sit 
there and keep doing that. It is just ridiculous that he keeps doing that. The people on that list are being put 
forward by the Western Australian Local Government Association. The list of names has gone through a 
selection process and a selection committee, and it goes to the association’s equivalent of state council. Why 
does the member think that the WA Local Government Association could not in that process determine who it 
wants, without the member imagining that there is some process of political interference? Why does he continue 
to insult WALGA in that way? I really believe that the member has a problem with assuming that everything that 
anyone does that is independent is somehow influenced by political processes because he cannot get what he 
wants out of it. 

Hon Ken Travers: Well, minister, I hope you’ll support an amendment that says two nominees chosen by 
WALGA without ministerial interference, if she trusts WALGA so much. I’ll move that amendment. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The Local Government Advisory Board has published all the proposals, so if people 
are seeking to find out what other proposals there are, they do not need to go to a committee to find that out. It is 
on the website. This is again an example of the Local Government Advisory Board making that information 
open and available to anyone who wants to seek it. 
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Under clause 10 of schedule 2.1, the minister may accept or reject a recommendation of the advisory board. This 
is again an issue that I believe Hon Sue Ellery raised about why the bill should go to a committee. She 
commented that the minister can accept, reject or do anything else that he wants to. We see that that is clearly not 
correct if we read the bill and understand the legislation. The minister may accept or reject a recommendation of 
the advisory board. He has no choice other than to accept or reject a recommendation. I indicated that by 
interjection during Hon Sue Ellery’s comments about this. If the advisory board makes a recommendation to the 
minister, and if the recommendation is significantly different from the proposal into which the inquiry took 
place, which has been published and inquired into, obviously, the board must give notice to the affected local 
governments and the affected electors. If the recommendation is for the abolition and amalgamation of districts, 
the board must give similar notice to the affected local governments and electors. Therefore, the minister may 
accept or reject the recommendation. When reading the bill, I fail to see how it affects that aspect of the Local 
Government Act as it currently stands. I am reiterating that there is no doubt in my mind that by taking the entire 
policy of the bill to a committee, the intention is to look at matters that go far beyond the clauses of this bill, and 
the government will not support that. 

There was a suggestion that by sending the bill to a committee we could somehow look at the schedule that 
requires each member of the advisory board to have regard to the general interests of local government in the 
state. I do not think there is anything very contentious about the fact that the Local Government Advisory Board 
can be given advice on the policies of the state. 

Hon Nick Goiran raised a concern about members of the public possibly not being aware when the advisory 
board recommended a changed proposal to the minister. In fact, clause 6 of schedule 2.1 addresses this matter. 
The board is still required to give notice to affected local governments, electors directly affected and other 
electors affected. The amendment to clause 6 allows the advisory board to not call for submissions only if it 
would serve no useful purpose. Again, I know that people are asking, “Why don’t we send it to a committee to 
look at that clause?” I think that was one of the issues that you, Madam Deputy President (Hon Adele Farina), 
raised, so I would like to make some comments on it. The reason that “no useful purpose” is in the bill is that this 
is a decision made on each proposal and requires an absolute majority of the board. I will comment on the words 
“no useful purpose”. It is similar to the situation in law when we say that something needs to be reasonably 
understood or reasonable. Case law determines what is reasonable, but case law is also referred to in determining 
that something will have no useful purpose. I will not use it right now because I do not think it is material to 
whether the bill should or should not go to a committee, but I sought from my advisers some examples of case 
law in which “no useful purpose” had been determined. When I make my response to the full second reading of 
the bill, I will be able to refer to that case law and how “no useful purpose” is referred to. Once again, there 
should not be any concern as a result of people seeing in the bill a clause that says that the Local Government 
Advisory Board does not need to seek submissions on every single recommendation if it would serve no useful 
purpose. That was put to me as a reason that people were concerned and wanted the bill to go to a committee on 
that issue. 

I have many things to talk about but many of them are not related to sending the bill to a committee, so I will 
hold them over with the objective of talking on them in a more substantive way at some stage. I think there was a 
lot of conjecture that somehow or other not a lot of consultation has taken place. Apart from the number of 
reviews and reports that I have indicated are all available to people publicly—consequently, we do not need the 
bill to go to a committee to find out that information again—there has been extensive consultation on this 
reform, and there continues to be, because we are in the process of the reform right now. That reform is taking 
place and those proposals and submissions are being put to the Local Government Advisory Board. Whether we 
do or do not get this bill passed now will not make any difference to the process that is underway right now. That 
process is continuing, and will continue — 

Hon Kate Doust: Then why are we dealing with this bill? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: As I have indicated before, the workload of the Local Government Advisory Board is 
such that the board will have to get assistance in some form or another to deal with all the proposals, inquiries 
and submissions that it is already required to deal with. I think the period for submissions closes on 13 March, 
and the Local Government Advisory Board is already commencing its work; it is not waiting for this legislation 
to pass. If the bill had been passed, it would have enabled the board to do its work more easily because it would 
have had an extra pair of hands and eyes to help it. 

The panel has consulted very widely already with stakeholders and community representatives on all the issues 
we are talking about. More than 450 submissions were made to the panel during its year-long review. The 
Robson report was released, for example, for public comment. It is not as though people have not already had a 
chance to put forward their views on this issue. There has been a great deal of public consultation. When I visit 
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different areas throughout the East Metropolitan Region, mayors and shire presidents often say to me, “Please 
just get on with it. Do not go weak at the knees.” 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! The minister has the call. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The Minister for Local Government refutes the suggestion that he has not consulted 
with, involved or made councils aware of metropolitan reform. We do not need to refer this bill to a committee 
to start that process all over again. In 2013 alone, the Minister for Local Government met with 85 of the state’s 
139 local governments from Ashburton to Augusta. He has met with every metropolitan local government on 
more than one occasion. Of course, the scaremongering is going on, with people saying that once we reform 
metropolitan local government, we will move straight into the country regions. We need to look at how 
concerned country people are about this reform. Not a single National Party member is in the house listening. 
They are not concerned about it because they know it is a beat-up from the opposition. Members opposite have 
been trying their hardest — 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! The minister has the call. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: I think that people have been trying very hard to scaremonger amongst the Nationals. 
The best speech on the second reading debate that I heard came from Hon Martin Aldridge because he knew 
what was in the bill; he knew the extent of the bill and what its clauses are doing. He understood it. When 
members on our side have that clarity about what the bill does and does not do, all the scaremongering in the 
world will not change or affect them. We should be very clear about that. The opposition will not get the 
Nationals to move their position on this. 

Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! The minister has the call. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am saving most of the things I am looking at in my notes at the moment, which are 
about costs et cetera, for my main speech. During that process I will also be able to talk about the ridiculous 
claims made by members opposite about $100 million for one council merger and how ridiculed that particular 
council was by the neighbouring councils coming out and saying that that was absolutely ridiculous. I am 
surprised that any member opposite would even raise that in this environment, knowing that the local 
government authorities nearby absolutely canned that in five seconds flat. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Let us give the minister an opportunity to complete her address. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: If we sent this bill to a committee, we would get more of this silly business of people 
asserting that local governments would lose their community facilities, libraries and surf lifesaving clubs, and 
GP super clinics would simply disappear. This is some of the silly, blatant scaremongering and propaganda that 
we have heard. I am not naive; I understand that people are trying to use this time frame during which 
submissions are made to the local government authority and the Local Government Advisory Board is making 
up its mind about what to recommend to the minister, but I seriously do not think that such outlandish and stupid 
claims will have any influence on the outcome. These are just the silly things that some people have been saying. 
We saw the amazing work that was done. Even I was surprised—I do not get surprised too much these days—
when I saw the photo of the aeroplane with the big sign flowing behind it that was put out by one of the councils, 
trying to engineer the community’s scaremongering around that as well. These are just examples of that silly 
scaremongering that is going on, which has been promoted by members opposite. I understand that. 

We do not need the bill to go to a committee to find out the truth about the employment options for people. That 
has been put very clearly. It is ridiculous to see members opposite stand and talk about people losing jobs et 
cetera when this government has absolutely bent over backwards to make it possible for anybody who is caught 
up in changing employment to have guaranteed employment for two years. That is beyond anything that I have 
ever heard of. 
Hon Kate Doust: Local governments are raising it as a concern. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: If only Hon Kate Doust and the rest of the members opposite gave people factual 
information when they raised the concern, probably — 

Withdrawal of Remark 
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Hon KATE DOUST: The minister has just implied that I am not providing accurate or truthful information to 
the community, and that is not the case. She is impugning my reputation and implying that I have lied to people 
in the community about this. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina): Hon Kate Doust, are you asking that the minister withdraw 
the statement? 
Hon KATE DOUST: I am. I found that quite offensive, and I ask her to withdraw that comment. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Minister, Hon Kate Doust has asked that you withdraw that statement, and I think 
it is something that you should give consideration to. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: If there was anything that I said that offended Hon Kate Doust, I withdraw 
unreservedly, but I am not absolutely certain what I am to withdraw. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Madam Deputy President, you asked the member to withdraw. Everyone in this place 
knows that one has to withdraw without imputation, without additional words. One either withdraws or one does 
not withdraw; one does not add on all the rubbish that we heard from the minister. I ask you to ask her again to 
withdraw the comments. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! I know that it is a bit late in the afternoon and blood sugar 
levels are a bit low, but that does not mean that we cannot continue the debate in an orderly fashion. Minister, 
the point of order that has been raised by Hon Ken Travers is a respected precedent in this place. I would ask you 
to reconsider your comments in relation to Hon Kate Doust’s request to withdraw the statement that you made. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Again, I would say that anything I have said that offends anybody, I withdraw 
unreservedly. Can I please continue? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: That is fine. I just make the point that members are really pushing the envelope 
when they are asked to withdraw a statement and they choose to qualify it in the way that the minister has, or 
members. Hon Ken Travers is quite right in his point of order. It is the practice in this place that when a member 
is asked to withdraw a statement, the member withdraws the statement. I understand that in the other place, if a 
member does not withdraw, action then follows, and I do not particularly want to go down that path. I hope 
Hon Kate Doust will accept that that statement has been withdrawn and the minister apologises and perhaps we 
can move forward with the debate. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The comment that I was making, not referring to any individual person, was that if 
factual information was provided to local government authorities that expressed concerns about employment in 
light of these changes, they should not be concerned because the person is guaranteed employment for two years. 
That is a substantially greater benefit in this process in local government than I have heard in other similar 
processes. The government has bent over backwards on this issue. I ask members of the opposition, if they are 
asked about issues to do with people’s employment, to advise people that they are guaranteed employment for 
two years. 

Hon Ken Travers: On the same terms and conditions? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am pretty sure it is, because reference is made to compensation being acceptable to 
that person or for a period of at least two years to elapse from the order coming into effect. I want members 
opposite to understand that people cannot lose their jobs as a result of the advisory board’s recommendations for 
two years from the date that the Governor’s order takes effect. This means that they will have jobs at least until 
30 June 2017, unless their contract ends sooner or they depart for other reasons. That is the level of certainty that 
the government has given through these reforms. That is incredibly—not generous, but it provides incredible 
security for people who are involved in the reform process. I am sure we do not have to go to committee to find 
this out. I heard members opposite refer to all of the jobs that will be lost. I do not discount that some positions 
will possibly be lost, especially in the senior levels of administration and management 

HON SAMANTHA ROWE (East Metropolitan) [5.30 pm]: Madam Deputy President — 

Hon Ken Travers: You could have asked for an extension. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina): Order! I have given the call to Hon Samantha Rowe. 
Hon Ken Travers has already made a contribution, so perhaps he could listen intently to Hon Samantha Rowe’s 
contribution. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I rise to support the motion moved by Hon Sue Ellery — 
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That — 

(1) Order of the day 15, the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013, be discharged and referred 
to the Standing Committee on Legislation for consideration and report no later than Tuesday, 
6 May 2014.  

(2) The committee has the power to inquire into and report on the policy of the bill. 

I must say that it has been incredibly disappointing to hear the remarks made by the minister, Hon Helen Morton, 
which clearly demonstrate that she has little understanding of how the community feels about this issue. The 
opposition supports the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013 being referred to the Standing Committee on 
Legislation because we feel that, as the bill stands currently, there are far too many unanswered questions. We 
want to make sure that the protections of the Dadour provisions for councils merging under a boundary change 
still exist. That review process can take place if it is referred to a committee. There are some very good 
arguments as to why this amendment bill should be referred to a committee, and some of my colleagues have 
outlined some of those reasons, and I will also make some comments. The opposition wants to ensure that proper 
measures are put in place to protect the Dadour provisions. In the second reading speech, the Minister for Local 
Government explicitly stated that he believes these poll provisions are contrary to the principles of a democratic 
local government system. The Minister for Local Government has made submissions to the Local Government 
Advisory Board that propose a number of councils will ultimately merge through boundary changes. A lot of the 
areas affected are in the metropolitan area, including the areas of Belmont and Kalamunda in the East 
Metropolitan Region, which I represent. A number of community forums have taken place, both in the City of 
Belmont and the Shire of Kalamunda. The Shire of Kalamunda has held three community forums over the last 
week, with 400 to 500 people attending the first forum and every single person opposing the amalgamation of 
the Shire of Kalamunda with the City of Belmont. The second forum was held last Wednesday at which 
150 people were in attendance, and again everybody opposed the forced amalgamation of the Shire of 
Kalamunda with the City of Belmont. I attended the third forum on Sunday evening in High Wycombe, which 
was attended by 60 or so people, and again everyone was opposed to the amalgamation that is being forced on 
them to merge with the City of Belmont. At the community forum that I attended on Sunday night, the member 
for Forrestfield was in attendance, as was the Minister for Local Government, and the local member for 
Kalamunda. They were asked very specific questions about how, in the reform process, this merger between the 
two councils would benefit them as a community. None of them could respond to the question, which was 
disappointing. The people at this community forum were clearly not happy with the proposal that has been put 
forward. They do not want to lose their democratic right to have a say. They want to be able to vote in a 
referendum on this issue. They clearly understand the language that is being used, whether it is forced 
amalgamation or a boundary change 

Point of Order 
Hon HELEN MORTON: Whether the member for Kalamunda, the minister, or the member for Forrestfield 
were able or not able to respond to questions that were put to them is not necessarily relevant to referring the bill 
to a committee. This is about the components of the bill, its clauses, and the member should bring debate back to 
the issues of the bill. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina): I have been listening very intently to the contribution by 
Hon Samantha Rowe and she is setting a context to the point she is making. I note the point of order that has 
been made that it is important to keep debate relevant to the referral motion and not to speak more broadly. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Absolutely, Madam Deputy President, I am setting the scene as to why I feel the 
minister opposite has completely refused to accept and acknowledge that we need to refer this bill to a 
committee. The minister is not alone, and I said in my previous statement that the member for Forrestfield, the 
minister, and the member for Kalamunda also do not understand how important this issue is and why we need to 
refer the bill to a committee so that we can review the bill and make sure that provisions are in place to protect 
the democratic rights of the community. It is pretty fair and reasonable that the community should expect that 
this bill is properly and fully reviewed. To date, we have no idea of the cost of this reform. If we refer this bill to 
a committee, we may find some answers to some of those questions. It would be great if the bill was referred to a 
committee and we could see a cost–benefit analysis. The minister could come back to us and say that it is going 
to cost X millions of dollars and also explain who will pay and how they will pay for it. I know that councils in 
my area are very concerned about who will foot the bill for this reform. It is appropriate that the Legislative 
Council refers this bill to a committee to seek answers to a lot of these questions asked by not only members in 
this place but also local government officials and the communities involved, which have made it pretty clear how 
they feel about this issue. It is the arrogance of this government that makes it believe it can keep going ahead 
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without fully providing answers to all of these questions to the public and to us. It is only fair and reasonable that 
this amendment be given the full scrutiny it deserves through a committee process.  

We are looking at major reform. This is probably one of the single largest issues to affect local government in 
history, yet we are trying to rush it through without fully scrutinising what is in front of us. I do not think that is 
appropriate, and the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013 should not be passed without these questions 
being answered. That is why we feel it should be referred to a committee. I am not sure why the government 
would not want it to go to a committee. We could fully review these unanswered questions. The date on the 
motion was Tuesday, 6 May. 

Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina): Order, members. Hon Samantha Rowe has the call. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Hon Sue Ellery’s motion proposed that the report be ready by no later than 6 May. 
That is not a long period of time. It would not be unreasonable for the Council to refer the Local Government 
Amendment Bill 2013 to a committee so that everyone can have the answers they deserve. It would allow local 
councils, communities and stakeholders to have their say and make sure their voices are heard, but more 
importantly they would still be able to have their say on a referendum or vote on what is to happen in their local 
community. There is absolutely nothing unreasonable about that. That can only occur if we refer this bill to a 
committee and the proper review is undertaken. I urge the other side to reconsider and support this being sent to 
a committee for review. A lot of government members have spoken in opposition of this bill, so now is their 
chance to take it further. Let us go through the proper processes of the Legislative Council. We are the house of 
review, so let us do that properly. That will satisfy the needs of the community, local councils and the opposition 
and we will know the bill that will be passed will protect the rights of our community—the people we represent. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [5.42 pm]: I rise to support the motion of Hon Sue Ellery, that, 
essentially, requests that this bill be sent to the Standing Committee on Legislation for further scrutiny. Of course 
it should; I think it is nonsense for members opposite to stand and tell the house there is no good reason for that. 
Of course this bill should be sent off for further scrutiny because yet again we have another poorly conceived, 
ill-thought-out, chaotic piece of legislation coming from across the other side of the house. Not only has the 
government produced this silly piece of legislation, but it has changed its position during its passage through the 
two houses of Parliament, which is one of my big issues with this piece of legislation. The position of the 
government has changed. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Didn’t you support it in the other place? 

Hon DARREN WEST: That is right; Hon Michael Mischin makes a very, very good point. He is clearly the 
sharpest mind on the other side of the house. We did support it in the other place, but the government’s position 
on this matter has changed. 

Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members. Hon Darren West has the call. 

Hon DARREN WEST: It is very true that the Labor Party was supportive in the other place. That was because, 
despite our concerns, there was general talk by the government at that time of no forced council amalgamations. 
That was the Premier’s promise before the election, and that was when we were talking about amalgamations by 
force. The language has now changed to amalgamation by boundary change. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: We all know that the government has chosen its words very wisely and cleverly, as it 
always does in an attempt to deceive the ratepayers who vote for those local governments, and all the while it 
intended to ram through this legislation that made it easier. 
Hon Samantha Rowe: It was just a betrayal. 
Hon DARREN WEST: It was just a betrayal of local government. Local government now accepts that and—
here is a concept for those opposite—both councillors and ratepayers have raised these issues with members of 
our side of the house and said, “The game has changed; we need you to change your position.” The Labor Party 
has reacted to their wishes. 
Hon Michael Mischin: What has changed about the bill? 

Hon DARREN WEST: We now have the government running around saying it wants boundary change, 
whereas earlier it was amalgamation. That was a sneaky little way around changing the rhetoric to suit the 
legislation. That is only one of the many, many reasons for referring this piece of legislation to the legislation 
committee, and I will go through some more. Given that Hon Michael Mischin made a point of asking what has 
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changed, that is what has changed. The government’s attitude to local government amalgamation has changed, 
because we are now amalgamating by boundary change, thereby sidestepping the Dadour amendments especially 
in areas in my electorate that I will touch on a little more in my contribution today. 

This legislation is wanted by neither the general public nor local government. Given that we have listened to 
those people, here is a piece of legislation that is now not wanted by opposition members in the Legislative 
Council. I think that is a good thing because it is our job to review legislation. When the legislation passed 
through the Legislative Assembly some time ago, maybe we thought it was a good idea to perhaps scrutinise the 
legislation more. 
Hon Nick Goiran: Your members were voting for it after the second reading speech—make up your mind, man! 

Hon DARREN WEST: No, we — 

Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members. I just draw members’ attention to the fact that the motion before 
the house is the referral motion to refer the bill to a committee, and debate is limited in that context. I give the 
call to Hon Darren West. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Look, I take your good advice. I was about to point out, when the interjections came 
from Hon Nick Goiran, that this is one of the many reasons we want to refer this bill to a committee. I do not 
know why the honourable member raised my second reading contribution, but I am quite clearly giving good 
reasons to the house and making a contribution that will set out for all to see why this piece of legislation needs 
to be referred to the legislation committee. Hon Nick Goiran is right in that I did touch on many of the reasons I 
am about to speak on during my second reading contribution, but this contribution will reiterate why this bill 
needs to be referred to the legislation committee. 

Hon Peter Collier: You’re not going to go through every town in your electorate, are you? 

Hon DARREN WEST: If Hon Peter Collier would like me to go through every town, I could, but I do not know 
that mentioning the 61 local governments in my electorate is reason in itself to refer the legislation to a 
committee. But there could be things in the interests of those local governments that I might raise today. 

One thing I have noticed is that not only have some members of the state Parliamentary Labor Party perhaps 
changed their view on this a little because of the government’s shifting sands on local government reform, but 
also there seems to be dissension on the other side of the house. I have noticed there is not a clear-cut position 
from members opposite on this bill and that there seems to be a swag of opinion of this piece of legislation. 
Should that in itself not be reason enough for this piece of legislation to be referred off to the legislation 
committee? The views of the other side of the house are diverse and there does not seem to be a standard 
response from members opposite—maybe that is good enough reason to refer this legislation. It would be right 
for us to refer the legislation to seek some further review and clarification from the legislation committee. 

The National Party sought some amendments to the legislation—I presume it sought many more than it was able 
to strike—so it did not like the initial look of the bill. It was able to negotiate some very minor amendments—
nothing really meaningful; I think that goes to show that even the partners in the coalition government have 
different positions on the bill. The National Party has been slightly remiss in assuming this only applies in the 
city, which, of course, it does not. This bill will apply to all of Western Australia and that is another reason this 
piece of legislation should be referred to the Standing Committee on Legislation. The fact the legislation will 
now affect the whole state, as we were able to point out earlier, is another reason that this legislation should be 
referred to the committee. The Nationals seem to be convinced that they have a deal. We have tried to warn the 
National Party in this place that we do not think there is a deal, that the legislation should get further scrutiny and 
that the National Party will come to learn what we believe to be true. 

Hon Paul Brown interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Paul Brown makes the good point that we could look into a crystal ball! I made a 
point the other day at a meeting I was at, referring to that comment, to further clarify why I believe this 
legislation go to the committee; namely, when someone says something will never happen, I immediately think 
of the captain of the Titanic. Also, when someone says something will never happen, it tells me they have a 
closed mind and they are not willing to listen or consider other people’s ideas—“the gate’s shut; our minds are 
made up and it does not matter what you say or think or how it will affect you, that is what we are going to 
do”—and that is exactly what we have here. Members should open their minds and give this piece of legislation 
to a suitable committee that can go through it piece by piece and work out exactly how it could be presented in a 
form that would be suitable not just to the opposition, but, most importantly, to the voters and ratepayers 
represented by local governments all across Western Australia. 
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Before the election the Premier said there would be no forced local government amalgamations. People who 
were fearful of the changes espoused by the former minister and the government’s position in its first term took 
the Premier at his word. They took the Premier at face value and thought themselves that when they went to 
vote — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina): Order, members. Hon Darren West has the call and I 
suggest he direct his comments to the Chair. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Which part of the bill would you like changed? 

Hon Ken Travers: This is a narrow debate! 

Hon DARREN WEST: This is a very narrow debate and I will get to that. There are a lot of good reasons this 
legislation should go to a committee and there are some things that I would like to see reviewed; however, what 
is changed or reviewed would of course be a matter for the committee, because the committee consists of a much 
more learned group of individuals than I am, and I am sure that the committee, such an eminent one in this place, 
would be much better placed to make those judgements that the Attorney General refers to. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Which clause of the bill is bothering you? 

Hon DARREN WEST: I think I will just leave that to the committee. I have a very structured speech; I have 
done considerable research and put quite a bit of time into it because I passionately believe that this legislation 
should be referred to a committee. I have taken the time to make a structured speech. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members. Hon Darren West has the call and it would be appreciated if he 
could be heard in silence and given the respect he deserves when he is on his feet. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. I will work through the speech. 

The National Party asked for an amendment to increase the number of members on the Local Government 
Advisory Board from seven to nine. 

Hon Paul Brown: We did not ask; we actually negotiated that ourselves. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I take Hon Paul Brown’s point: that amendment was not asked for; it was negotiated. It 
would have started with that request, no doubt, and it would have worked something like: “What have you got 
for us?”—that is how negotiations work. In the end there was an agreed position of coalition members opposite 
and the number of advisers on the advisory board went from five to seven, which was the initial position, and 
then to nine after the negotiations with the Nationals. Who is to know which is the right number? 

Hon Michael Mischin: What would you like? 

Hon DARREN WEST: Who is to know which is the right number? Is it five, seven or nine? During the course 
of this debate all three of those scenarios have been thrown up. Why do we not refer this legislation to a 
committee to decide what the best number for the board is and what the best make-up is? Just because the 
National Party likes to have a bit of negotiation and a bit of a win every now and again, is that how we should 
get the right number? I do not think so. Does the minister want to go from five to seven; is that the best number? 
I am not sure. Is five the right number? It has served us well for a considerable number of years. This is one very 
good point about why this legislation should be referred to a committee. People more learned and eminent in 
these sorts of things can sit back as a group, with a bipartisan, collective approach and decide the best number of 
members for the Local Government Advisory Board, instead of a number that just came up in the negotiation 
room of the National Party. What about a proper, thorough reference to a — 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: The Liberal Party room or wherever it was done; where the deal was done is irrelevant. 
That is yet another reason this legislation should be referred to a committee: we do not really know what the 
optimum number of members for the advisory board is. Maybe nine members are too unwieldy. We have all 
been on boards when it has been difficult to get all members to turn up; there is sometimes an uneven number; 
and it is sometimes hard to reach a decision. Maybe nine is not a great number; maybe seven would be better or 
maybe five. Let the committee have a look and decide. Is it not perhaps better to have this advisory board 
appointed by someone other than the minister? Hon Helen Morton seems to think we are cynical of the 
minister’s ability to appoint such a board. I am cynical. It may not be about this minister, who is a really good 
bloke who bowls some really handy left-arm off spin; he may be fine. However, we are legislating for future 
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generations as well, so maybe there is an issue about that. Maybe the community has some concerns about this 
board being appointed by the minister. Maybe there is someone better. Maybe there is someone more 
independent such as the Public Sector Commissioner; I am not sure. Maybe the committee could look at all 
options and come back with a better suggestion. I am all ears; I am up for it. However, I do not seem to like this 
option. 

There is another thing I was a bit surprised about as I travelled around the electorate recently and met with 
several local governments; that is, why, with something that is inevitably coming to regional Western Australia, 
according to Mayor Troy Pickard, who addressed a meeting the other day — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I still have about a minute, I reckon. 

Mayor Troy Pickard said the other day that it is inevitable that local government amalgamation is coming to 
regional Western Australia. 

Hon Helen Morton: You need to read that piece of paper. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I still have a minute. My piece of paper says 5.58 pm. How about the minister gives me 
a little wave at 5.58 pm? I have to concentrate on my very well researched speech! 

Why is the inevitable amalgamation coming to regional Western Australia being supported by the WA 
Nationals? I would like a committee to come up with some explanations for me, because I do not seem to 
understand. I think we are approaching that time, so I seek leave to continue my remarks at the next sitting of the 
house. 

[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later sitting.] 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House). 
Sitting suspended from 6.00 pm to 7.30 pm 
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