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PERRY LAKES REDEVELOPMENT BILL 2005 
Returned 

Bill returned from the Council with amendments. 

Motion 

On motion by Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan (Minister for Planning and Infrastructure), resolved - 

That the Council’s amendments be considered in detail forthwith. 

Council’s Amendments - Consideration in Detail 

The amendments made by the Council were as follows - 

No 1 

Clause 2, page 2, after line 7 - To insert - 

(3) Section 53 comes into operation immediately after the Planning and Development Act 
2005 comes into operation. 

No 2 

Clause 3, page 2, after line 9 - To insert - 

“AK redevelopment area” means the area of land comprised of - 

(a) the AK Reserve land; and 

(b) any land that is declared to be part of the AK redevelopment area by the regulations, 

but not including any part of such land that is declared not to be part of the redevelopment 
area by the regulations, and in any event not including - 

(c) the Perry Lakes land; or 

(d) any part of Lot 25 on Deposited Plan 25810, being the land in Certificate of Title 
Volume 2586 Folio 279, other than the part of that lot referred to in section 6(2)(c). 

No 3 

Clause 3, page 2, lines 16 to 20 - To delete the lines. 

No 4 

Clause 3, page 3, line 31 to page 4, line 5 - To delete the lines and insert - 
(a) the Perry Lakes land; and 
(b) the AK redevelopment area; 

No 5 

Clause 3, page 4, line 10 - To delete “Reserve land” and insert - 
redevelopment area 

No 6 

Clause 4, page 5, after line 24 - To insert - 
(b) the total of - 
 (i) the value, determined by the Valuer General, of any land transferred under 

section 9(1); 
 (ii) the value, determined by the Valuer General, of any land that will be 

transferred under section 9(2); 
 (iii) any funds paid under section 46; and 
 (iv) any funds that will be paid under section 48, 

  will be at least $50 million; and 
No 7 

Clause 6, page 6, line 10 - Before “part of Lot” to insert - 
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that 
No 8 

Clause 6, page 6, line 12 - After “Folio 279” to insert - 
to be included in Lot 713 on Deposited Plan 48234 

No 9 
Clause 6, page 7, after line 8 - To insert - 

(7) Despite the Transfer of Land (Surveys) Regulations 1995 regulation 5(1), Deposited 
Plan 48234 need not show that part of Lot 25 on Deposited Plan 25810, being part of 
the land in Certificate of Title Volume 2586 Folio 279, that is not transferred under 
subsection (2). 

No 10 
Clause 8, page 7, line 29 - Before “part of Lot” to insert - 

that 
No 11 

Clause 8, page 7, line 31 - After “Folio 279” to insert - 
included in Lot 713 on Deposited Plan 48234 

No 12 
Clause 8, page 8, line 9 - Before “part of Lot” to insert - 

that 
No 13 

Clause 8, page 8, line 11 - After “279” to insert - 
included in Lot 713 on Deposited Plan 48234 

No 14 

Clause 10, page 9, lines 12 and 13 - To delete “Reserve land” and insert - 

redevelopment area 

No 15 

Clause 10, page 9, line 16 - To delete “Reserve land” and insert - 

redevelopment area 

No 16 

Clause 10, page 9, line 20 - To delete “Reserve land” and insert - 

redevelopment area 

No 17 

Clause 10, page 9, line 23 - To delete “Reserve land” and insert - 

redevelopment area 

No 18 

Clause 12, page 11, line 12 - Before “redevelopment” to insert - 

AK 

No 19 

Clause 12, page 11, lines 12 and 13 - To delete “that is contiguous with that land”. 

No 20 

Clause 12, page 11, line 14 - Before “redevelopment” to insert - 

AK 

No 21 
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Clause 12, page 11, after line 15 - To insert - 

(3) In complying with subsection (1), the AK Reserve Minister must have regard to these 
principles - 

 (a) the consumption of non-renewable resources in the construction and 
operation of the facilities should be minimised; 

 (b) the use of recycled and recyclable materials in the construction of the 
facilities should be maximised; 

 (c) the use of hazardous materials or substances in the construction and 
operation of the facilities should be minimised; 

 (d) the use of natural ventilation and natural light by the facilities should be 
maximised; 

 (e) the noise and light emitted from the constructed facilities should be 
minimised; 

 (f) the facilities should where possible incorporate passive solar design 
principles and be designed with regard to the local climate; 

 (g) the consumption by the facilities of energy generated from non-renewable 
resources should be minimised by measures such as using appliances, plant 
and equipment that minimise energy consumption; 

 (h) the consumption by the facilities of water from the public water supply 
system and from underground should be minimised by measures such as 
reusing grey water, capturing rain water, and using appliances and 
landscaping with plants that minimise water consumption; 

 (i) the amount of material, resulting from the construction of the facilities, that 
is disposed of in landfill sites should be minimised; 

 (j) the infrastructure shared by the facilities with one another should be 
maximised; 

 (k) the facilities should be designed in accordance with the sustainability 
initiatives in clause B.4.1 of the Tender shell for the modified qualification 
based selection process, version dated 9 March 2005, published by the 
Department of Housing and Works. 

No 22 

Clause 12, page 12, lines 7 to 9 - To delete the lines and insert - 

(6) The AK Reserve Minister must comply with the approved redevelopment plan for the 
AK redevelopment area. 

No 23 

Clause 14, page 13, line 2 - Before “redevelopment” to insert - 

AK 

No 24 

Clause 14, page 13, line 11 - Before “redevelopment” to insert - 

AK 

No 25 

Clause 16, page 14, line 7 - To delete “the district in which the resumed land” and insert - 

a district in which the redevelopment area 

No 26 

Clause 16, page 14, line 8 - To delete “resumed land” and insert - 

redevelopment area 

No 27 
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Clause 16, page 14, line 10 - Before “redevelopment” to insert - 

AK 

No 28 

Clause 16, page 14, line 11 - To delete “the district” and insert - 

 a district  

No 29 

Clause 16, page 14, line 17 - Before “redevelopment” to insert - 

AK 

No 30 

Clause 16, page 14, line 18 - To delete “the district” and insert - 

a district  

No 31 

Clause 16, page 14, line 22 - To delete “the district” and insert - 

a district 

No 32 

Clause 17, page 15, line 5 - To delete “Reserve land” and insert - 

redevelopment area 

No 33 

Clause 19, page 15, line 16 - To delete “Reserve land.” and insert - 

redevelopment area. 

No 34 

Clause 19, page 15, after line 27 - To insert - 

(5) The draft redevelopment plan for the Perry Lakes land must include the provisions 
required by section 27(3). 

(6) The draft redevelopment plan for the AK redevelopment area must include the 
provisions required by section 27(4). 

No 35 

Clause 27, page 20, after line 32 - To insert - 

(3) The Minister must not approve a draft redevelopment plan for the Perry Lakes land 
unless satisfied that under its provisions - 

 (a) any development on the land will, when compared with the current standard 
practice as determined by the WAPC - 

 (i) significantly reduce the amount of material, resulting from any 
development, that is disposed of in landfill sites; 

 (ii) significantly increase the recycling of material from any demolition 
of structures that are on the land on resumption day; 

 (iii) significantly increase the use in any development of recycled 
materials and materials from renewable resources; 

 (iv) significantly reduce any harm to the environment that may be 
caused by demolition or construction activities or by stormwater; 

 (b) any building or structure constructed on, and any use of, the land will - 

 (i) significantly reduce the consumption of water by people living on 
the Perry Lakes land with the aim that they will consume not more 
than 155 kilolitres per person per year from the public water supply 
system; and 
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 (ii) significantly reduce the consumption of energy generated from non-
renewable resources by people living on the Perry Lakes land with 
the aim that the amount of such energy consumed by them per 
dwelling per year will be 25% less than the average amount, as 
determined by the WAPC, of such energy consumed per dwelling in 
2005 by comparable dwellings in comparable meteorological 
locations in metropolitan Perth; 

 (c) on subdivision at least 15% of the land will be ceded to the State for public 
open space and that the land ceded will be located so as to - 

 (i) generally adjoin Alderbury Street and Brookdale Street; 

 (ii) contain and conserve near those streets as many of the trees that are 
indigenous to the land as possible having regard to the need to 
connect 2 roads to those streets; and 

 (iii) provide for the establishment of flora that is indigenous to the land 
in areas within the public open space; 

 (d) no building will be built on the land that is over 5 storeys above the existing 
level of the ground on which the building is built; and 

 (e) accommodation designed for people who have reached 55 years of age will 
be included in the development. 

(4) The Minister must not approve a draft redevelopment plan for the AK redevelopment 
area unless satisfied it contains provisions that ensure - 

 (a) that as much of the existing flora on the AK Reserve land as possible is 
conserved in a corridor running in a broadly east-west direction; and 

 (b) that the corridor is enhanced with flora that is indigenous to the land so as to 
create a continuous belt of such flora. 

No 36 

Clause 36, page 25, line 23 - To delete “Housing Act 1980” and insert - 

Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1960 Part XV 

No 37 

Clause 43, page 32, lines 15 and 16 - To delete “on the AK Reserve land or land in the redevelopment 
area that is contiguous with that land;” and insert - 

to be done under that Part; 

No 38 

Clause 43, page 32, after line 23 - To insert - 

(g) the costs, not exceeding $1 million, of enhancing the corridor referred to in 
section 27(4) with flora that is indigenous to the land; 

No 39 

New clause 53, page 37, after line 3 - To insert the following new clause - 

53. Amendments to this Act as a consequence of the Planning and Development Act 
2005 
(1) The amendments in this section are to this Act. 

(2) Section 3(1) is amended as follows: 

(a) in the definition of “development” by deleting “Town Planning and 
Development Act 1928 section 2,” and inserting instead - 

  “    Planning and Development Act 2005 section 4(1),    ”; 

 (b) by inserting after the definition of “interest” - 
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 “     

“local planning scheme” has the meaning given to that term by the 
Planning and Development Act 2005 section 4(1); 

”; 

 (c) in the definition of “Metropolitan Region Scheme” by deleting 
“Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act 1959 section 6;” and 
inserting instead - 

“    Planning and Development Act 2005 section 4(1);    ”; 

 (d) in the definition of “Planning Minister” by deleting “Town Planning and 
Development Act 1928;” and inserting instead - 

“    Planning and Development Act 2005;    ”; 

 (e) by deleting the definition of “town planning scheme”; 

 (f) in the definition of “WAPC” by deleting “Western Australian Planning 
Commission Act 1985.” and inserting instead - 

“    Planning and Development Act 2005 section 7(1).     ” 

(3) Section 4(3)(a)(ii) is amended by deleting “town” and inserting instead - 

 “    local    ” 

(4) Section 14(1) is amended in the definition of “planning scheme” by deleting “town” 
and inserting instead - 

“    local    ” 

(5) Section 15(2) is amended by deleting “town” and inserting instead - 

“    local    ” 

(6) Section 15(3) is amended by deleting “town” and inserting instead - 

“    local    ” 

(7) Section 17 is amended by deleting “Town Planning and Development Act 1928 
section 33,” and inserting instead - 

“    Planning and Development Act 2005 section 132, 

(8) Section 19(4) is amended by deleting “town planning scheme under the Town 
Planning and Development Act 1928.” and inserting instead - 

“     

  local planning scheme under the Planning and Development Act 2005. 

” 

(9) Section 30 is amended by deleting “Town Planning and Development Act 1928 
section 20” and inserting instead - 

“    Planning and Development Act 2005 section 135 or 136    ” 

(10) Section 34(5)(b) is amended by deleting “town” and inserting instead - 

“    local    ” 

(11) Section 34(6)(b) is amended by deleting “town” and inserting instead - 

“    local    ” 

(12) Section 35 is amended by deleting “Town Planning and Development Act 1928 Part 
V,” and inserting instead - 

“    Planning and Development Act 2005 Part 14,    ” 
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(13) Section 38(2) is amended by deleting “Town Planning and Development Act 1928 
Part V,” and inserting instead - 

“    Planning and Development Act 2005 Part 14,    ” 

(14) Section 41(3) is amended by deleting “Town Planning and Development Act 1928” 
and inserting instead - 

“    Planning and Development Act 2005    ” 

No 40 

Schedule 2, page 41, in the Deposited Plan - To delete “an exemption granted under Regulation 5(6) of 
the Transfer of Land (Surveys) Regulations 1995” and insert - 

section 6(7) of the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Act 2005  

No 41 

Schedule 2, page 41, in the Deposited Plan - To delete “Version 1” and insert - 

Version 2 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  We will cooperate in getting these amendments through in a reasonable amount of time.  
It would be useful if the minister were to highlight which were the more significant amendments rather than the 
consequential ones.  We should bear in mind that no-one in this chamber has seen these amendments until now.  
We can deal with them efficiently if the minister leads us through them. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move - 

That amendment 1 made by the Council be agreed to. 

Amendment 35 is an important amendment as it deals with the sustainability principles.  Amendment 21 is in a 
similar vein.  Amendment 6 is also important as it deals with the $50 million guaranteed return.  As such, there 
are three matters of substance that are more than just clarifications and consequential amendments.  Some 
amendments were consequential on the passage last night of the Planning and Development Bill 2005. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  On that basis, we can go through the minor amendments quite quickly. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move - 

That amendment 2 made by the Council be agreed to. 

Part of this amendment is to clarify the nature of lot 25.  Part of lot 25 encompassed a portion of the Wembley 
golf course.  This is to put it beyond doubt that there was never any intention to take, as part of this regime, any 
part of the Wembley golf course.  This clarifies the issues associated with lot 25.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  About the only thing I agree with the minister on in this bill is that I do not think it was 
the government’s intention to impinge on the Wembley golf course at any stage.  This amendment does make it 
clear that we are talking about what everyone understands to be the AK Reserve. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move - 

That amendment 3 made by the Council be agreed to.  

Amendments 3 and 4 seek to clarify the area described as the AK redevelopment area.  It was always anticipated 
that not all three facilities could necessarily be squashed into the existing AK Reserve.  There was this notion of 
an AK redevelopment area, which would include a larger area than the AK Reserve itself.  It gives some 
flexibility as to the actual siting of the facility, but obviously it is defined to areas contiguous to the AK Reserve.  
We cannot build it, as the member for Peel might want us to do, in Rockingham somewhere. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This does amount to a recognition that part of the sporting facilities will be in the City of 
Nedlands.  I am curious as to whether the government has resolved any issues with the City of Nedlands. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  In a lot of the early planning there was nothing new about the potential for some of 
the facility to go into the City of Nedlands.  The very early plans that were being worked on with the Department 
of Sport and Recreation and the Town of Cambridge showed that it would be very difficult to squeeze all the 
facilities onto the existing AK Reserve and there would be a bleed over into other areas. 
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Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  Can you give us a fairly accurate indication of how much area will be impinged for 
that flexibility into Wembley? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  There is no intention of taking any of the Wembley golf course land and that is 
what this amendment clarifies.  None of the Wembley golf course land will be taken as part of this arrangement. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  On the AK Reserve, can you allow flexibility because it will go into Nedlands? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  It will go into some other areas on university land.  Some of it might go into road 
reserve.  The stadium itself will probably move slightly westward from AK Reserve. 
Mr G.M. Castrilli:  Have we got any idea? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  No, because we have not made that final decision.  This work will be done by DSR 
with the University of Western Australia and Challenge Stadium to work out the best arrangements, but it is very 
likely that the basketball facility will be on the cleared area of the AK Reserve.  Because of the amendments to 
the bill, we have quite a number of restrictions about what we can do on the AK Reserve proper because we are 
preserving a lot of the trees. 
Mr G.M. Castrilli:  Have you got a rough idea? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  No, not at this stage.  If the member can imagine a rugby stadium and an athletics 
stadium, the envelope will be restricted to the size of those two.  That would be at a maximum and it could be 
anything back from that. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Obviously, if the envelope is to encroach onto university land or into the City of Nedlands, 
it will impact on the land used by the Riding for the Disabled Association.  What provision has been made for 
Riding for the Disabled under this proposal?  
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  That has been a concern.  DSR and the ministerial officers have been dealing 
extensively with Riding for the Disabled.  As we advised the Legislative Council today, we are in discussions 
with Riding for the Disabled and we are committed to making sure that they are properly provided for.  I will 
repeat the points that we made.  No decision has been made on the exact location.  That will be incorporated in 
the redevelopment plan that needs to be prepared and released for public comment before any development can 
take place in relation to the sporting facilities.  The Department of Sport and Recreation has met the group on 
several occasions to develop an understanding of the issues associated with the relocation of the group.  In 
addition, the chief of staff and the Minister for Sport and Recreation have met with the group and toured the site. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Which of those sites? 
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  They have toured the current site.  We do not have the final answer on where 
Riding for the Disabled will be located. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  “Trust me, I’m Ned Kelly.  Trust me, I’m going to rob a bank.” 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  It is not possible to resolve those matters until we have worked together with all the 
stakeholders and developed a redevelopment plan.  Until such time as we have this legislation in place, we do 
not even know how big the envelope will be and what constraints we will have to operate under.  Of course we 
cannot develop the redevelopment plan until this legislation is passed.  Until the legislation is through, we will 
not know what the constraints are. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  So you have given Riding for the Disabled a guarantee that their requirements will be 
adequate? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  We have certainly made it very clear to them that the work that they do is 
extremely important and we will make their proper relocation a high priority. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  On this subject of Riding for the Disabled - I hear what the minister is saying - when I 
heard the leader of the Greens indicate on radio that the Greens would support the government’s legislation, the 
outcome for Riding for the Disabled was fairly pivotal in their support.  It is important that we raise in this house 
the importance of Riding for the Disabled being allocated an area that is not outside the metropolitan area.  There 
is some thought that they could be sent out to Brigadoon or somewhere like that. 

Ms J.A. Radisich interjected. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I know but we are moving a group from the western suburbs where they have carers and 
support groups.  A lot of these people could not get to a facility if it was 20 or 30 kilometres away.  I am 
concerned about this because I have a role to play in the area of disability services in the lower house.  I would 
like to put it on the record and hear the minister say that there is a commitment that these people will not be 
treated as an afterthought and that a spot will be found for them that is suitable.  There may be a spot for them in 
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the redevelopment; I do not know whether that is possible.  We are very strong in our support for this group.  
Whatever happens in this development, this is one group that we really do care for and we want to make sure 
that they are not treated as an afterthought when the development goes ahead.  We may then have an uproar 
because the site that may be offered to them may not be acceptable to them.  On behalf of those people, I wanted 
to make that statement. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I appreciate the member’s very genuine concern about this group.  I assure him that 
the concern is certainly shared by the government.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It should have been consulted.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  That is an extremely silly thing to say.  As I have explained to members, we know 
the nature of the envelope that we will have to work with, but, until the legislation is passed, we cannot possibly 
do a redevelopment plan and we cannot possibly say where particular facilities will be located.  However, I give 
members the commitment that this group will be considered as a key stakeholder.  If this development impinges 
on its current site - it is not certain that it will impinge on the site, but it is highly likely - the group will be dealt 
with as a key stakeholder and will be very much involved in the planning for the entire project.  Obviously, just 
as we ask people to look to our needs, groups must look to the needs of others as well.  We do not have any 
reason to believe that the group would seek to apply a veto, and we hope that it will not.  However, I assure 
members that the Minister for Sport and Recreation is very committed to the Riding for the Disabled 
Association, as were the previous two ministers.  We will ensure that the group is consulted on and involved in 
the development of the plan for the AK Reserve redevelopment area.   
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Every member of the house will understand the importance of the Riding for the Disabled 
Association.  Every member will also understand what a difficult volunteer exercise it is, with not only the cost 
involved, but also the physical issues of maintaining horses and having access to walk trails in an urban area.  
Probably the only unfortunate consequence of the creation of greater Bold Park under the previous government 
was something that I suggested at the time; that is, when the Kings Park Board took over its management, it 
applied stricter botanic principles.  The association’s horses used to have a continuous, almost circular, route.  It 
was restricted to going out a certain distance and then turning around.  I do not know much about horses, but I 
know that when a horse is turned around, it wants to get back to home base as quickly as it can.  It was less 
functional in terms of a controlled, slow walk for people with limited ability to control or manage a horse.  The 
association has had a rough trot.  It has operated under powerlines and everything else.  I make two points.  First, 
a lot of land is involved with the Bold Park area, university land and government land, even though there have 
been problems with constraints.  I hope that the minister will include the local member in trying to resolve some 
of these issues.  The one thing that can be said about the local authorities, government-owned road reserves and 
the university land is that there is a vast amount of land in that developed part of the city.  With a bit of goodwill 
by all parties, we should be able to accommodate the Riding for the Disabled Association.   
Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move -  

That amendment 4 made by the Council be agreed to. 

This amendment deals with the same issues we have just discussed on amendment 3. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move -  

That amendment 5 made by the Council be agreed to. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move -  

That amendment 6 made by the Council be agreed to. 

This amendment was made in response to concerns raised by the opposition and the Greens (WA).  It has been 
designed to give a degree of comfort to all players that the government will not build a Taj Mahal on AK 
Reserve.  Cabinet agreed to the amendment, which means that the government will take an additional risk.  
There will be no risk whatsoever to the Town of Cambridge.  The government will guarantee a payment of 
$50 million to the council.  I expect that, at the end of the day, considerably more than $50 million will be 
returned to the Town of Cambridge, either in land or in cash.  However, I urge members to consider that, when 
we make the decision on the construction contracts for the facilities - we will need to make that decision within 
the next year - we will not at that point have begun the subdivision.  An inherent discipline will be imposed by 
that structure.  We will know that we have underwritten $50 million to the Town of Cambridge well in advance 
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of that land being sold, while at the same time we will have to sign contracts for which we will be totally 
responsible.  The $50 million guarantee will apply an added discipline to that tendering system.  I assure 
members that it is absolutely my intention, as it is the intention of the Minister for Sport and Recreation, to 
ensure that these projects come within that figure.  As I have said previously in the Parliament, the figure will be 
$57 million if it is escalated to July 2007.  Of that amount, the government will need to provide about $9 million 
as part of its share.  We are prepared to agree to the amendment.  We understand the point.  I acknowledge that 
the member for Cottesloe raised this issue during debate in this chamber.  I think I said at that stage that it was an 
amendment that the government would consider making in the Legislative Council, and, indeed, we did that.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That is an accurate account of what happened.  I proposed this amendment and the 
minister agreed to look at it, which was fair enough.  It is an improvement to the bill.  It does not mean that I 
support the bill, but it will provide a level of comfort to the Town of Cambridge and its ratepayers that they will 
get at least $50 million and, hopefully, more out of the redevelopment.  The only caveat - I was conscious of this 
when I originally proposed the amendment - is that it is a double-edged sword.  I hope that the government does 
not use this requirement as a justification for what I would describe as an overdevelopment of the Perry Lakes 
site.  The amount of $50 million was a figure that the minister originally used in media releases, and therefore 
we moved to insert that in the legislation to keep the government honest, so to speak.  That is the intention of the 
amendment.  It should not be taken to mean that the government can develop the site to the limit, on the basis 
that it must generate $50 million.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  Constraints in the amended bill will limit the development on-site.  The bill now 
contains height limits.  We have also made a commitment that 15 per cent of the land will be public open space.  
There will be some very significant constraints upon the redevelopment.  We do not want to do something that 
we would not be proud of.  We do not want to develop a facility that would be unacceptable to the people of 
Perth.  It is a beautiful piece of land.  It is a prime site.  It is in an area that is absolutely blessed with resources.  
Of course we want a development that matches the natural values that underpin that land.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I want to add to the point made by the member for Cottesloe - I thank him for bringing 
it up last time - about the $50 million.  Bearing in mind that no designs or configurations have been done yet, the 
costings the minister tabled during the second reading debate contained two estimates.  One was a net return of 
about $67 million, if I remember rightly, and the other, based on a valuation by the Valuer General, was closer to 
$100 million.  Bearing in mind that both of those figures had a 30 per cent contingency and, with the preferred 
tenderer, the net returns were between $111 million and $113 million, I am hoping that when the project is 
carried out an eye is cast over the expenditure on the buildings.  With the $50 million provided by this 
amendment, within a couple of years the appreciation in the value of the land would cover that.  I hope that it is 
not, as the member for Cottesloe said, carte blanche for over-designing and working to the $50 million figure.  I 
want to make that point as well.  
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I will repeat the sequencing that provides a constraint on the government.  We will 
most likely be signing off on contracts at the end of 2006, probably 18 months in advance of any land sales 
taking place.  There will be a risk element, and everyone knows that the Treasurer is a very hard man and always 
prone to ensuring that we take as little risk as possible.  
Mr G.M. Castrilli:  The taxes will just go up, minister.  
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  No, he is a low-taxing Treasurer.  The Minister of Sport and Recreation and I have 
discussed this.  We do not want these things to turn into Taj Mahals.  We want good quality, solid facilities, and 
we will be committed to doing everything we can to work within the framework that we have announced.  In 
relation to the figures quoted by the member, there have now been some changes.  As time has gone on, some 
more refined quantification of the expenses involved in development has been done on the Perry Lakes land.  
Also, because we now have more constraints on what we can do on the land as a result of amendments moved by 
the Greens, there has been a revision down of some of those estimates.  However, they vary enormously 
between, at the lowest end of the spectrum, $48 million - which would mean that we would be putting our hands 
in our pockets, and the Treasurer would not be happy about that - up to $86 million.  

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  That is based on the two estimates.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  These are refinements resulting from further work that has been done and also 
incorporating the changes in value that resulted from the amendments.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Is $86 million the total that you will make out of the subdivision? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  No; that is the net amount - the return to the Town of Cambridge.  That is at the top 
end; it is one of the Valuer General’s estimations.  At the bottom end is an estimate of $48.5 million, which 
would mean that the state government would have to top that up.  
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Mr G.M. Castrilli:  Does that include the 30 per cent contingency? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  No; we are talking about two different things.  This is the return - 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  No; but in the construction costs? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  In the construction, when we go up to $57 million, taking a figure to the end of 
June 2007, there is still a 30 per cent contingency.  We are very committed to doing everything we can to fit 
within that framework.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I find it perplexing that we are in the Parliament picking over the assets of the ratepayers of 
the Town of Cambridge, with the minister announcing all these developments and what will happen.  This is as 
close to Ned Kelly and Ben Hall as I have ever seen.  Talk about highway robbery!  We are talking about land 
that belongs to the ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge.  This government has come in and very gratuitously 
told the Town of Cambridge not to worry, and that after the government has sold the land it will give back at 
least $50 million, when we know that it could be either $86 million at the top end or $48 million at the bottom.  
As far as I can see, all this will do is swell the coffers of the Labor Party between now and the next election.  
That is what this is about.  This matter could have been resolved very easily by this government more than two 
years ago by building the sporting facilities elsewhere in this state.  We know for a fact that, in relation to the 
running track, there has always been trouble at Perry Lakes Stadium with running and time trials.  In all the 17 
years that I have been a member of Parliament, I have never seen such a blatant attempt at highway robbery by a 
government.  The minister is espousing all these wonderful plans about building a sporting facility on land that 
does not belong to the state.  It belongs to the ratepayers of Cambridge, and the minister should hang her head in 
shame.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I cannot allow this to go unanswered.  We must remember that the member for 
Warren-Blackwood was the minister who presided over the carve-up of the City of Perth.  As part of that ill-
conceived carve-up, he handed this facility over to the Town of Cambridge.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Why are you changing it, then? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  Because we are dealing with many other messes made by the previous government, 
and we are working our way through them.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Name them, minister.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  Rail privatisation for a start.  That is another one that the member touted and fought 
for, and it is another complete lemon.  Interestingly, as part of that carve-up of the City of Perth, the state 
government of the time, led by the member for Warren-Blackwood, transferred Bold Park into the ownership of 
the state government.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Was that a good idea or not? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  It was a good idea.  Unlike the present opposition, we do not change our mind 
depending upon which side of the Parliament we are sitting.  We supported the previous government when it 
moved for the Peel region scheme, and when it moved for the greater Bunbury region scheme.  However, when 
the opposition moves from one side of the house to the other, all its values go out the window.  We supported the 
previous government on Bold Park, and we now ask the opposition to support the government on this.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It is daylight robbery.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  How is it different from Bold Park? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  That was agreed to by everybody concerned.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I think not.  I have quoted in this place letters by councillors from the Town of 
Cambridge at that time protesting strongly.  However, it was the right thing to do, just as this is the right thing to 
do.  We could have done it a different way.  We could have introduced legislation to give the government a 
resumptive power following the principles of the Land Administration Act, and we could have acquired this land 
for around $57 million.  However, we decided not to do that because we knew that the accusation would be that 
we just wanted to get our paws on the honey pot of the development profit.  That would have been easier for us 
to do, but we decided not to do it.  We are acting as project manager.  We will be dealing with this as if the land 
is still beneficially owned by the Town of Cambridge, and all the profit will go to the ratepayers of the Town of 
Cambridge.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  There were some contingency issues when greater Bold Park was established, but I want 
to place on the record that the establishment of Bold Park, and bringing it under the auspices of the Kings Park 
Board, as it was then, was done by agreement.  It followed the then state government spending about $12 million 
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to purchase the Bond land.  There was a parcel of land in Bold Park that was owned by the Bond Corporation.  
The coalition government purchased that land from the Bond Corporation and put it into the greater Bold Park to 
ensure that it was preserved.  It was the Knightsbridge land.  There was an area between Bold Park and the 
Cottesloe Golf Club that I became involved in, and we also included that within Bold Park.  There was a 
disagreement following that, relating to the Fortview Road land, that was subsequently resolved, and the 
government paid $5 million to the Town of Cambridge.  The point is that, although there was a lot of argument 
about it, it was done by agreement.  It was quite different from this situation. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to.  

Leave granted for amendments 7 to 13 to be taken together.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move - 

That amendments 7 to 13 made by the Council be agreed to.  

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to.  

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 

Leave granted for amendments 14 to 20 to be taken together.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move - 

That amendments 14 to 20 made by the Council be agreed to.  

These amendments were made necessary because we have agreed to a particular tree corridor.  In order to 
facilitate the prescriptions of that tree corridor, we had to further define some of the definitions. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I seek some explanation in relation to that tree corridor.  I know that there has always 
been an aspiration, which I have supported, of having a continuous green link from the coastal area through to 
Kings Park.  I assume it is part of that and relates to environmental species or whatever else. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  That is correct. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  If that is the case, I would like some enunciation as to the role of the minister responsible 
for the AK Reserve.  I know we have gone slightly past that but this section relates to that too. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  The member is quite correct that this does relate to that aspiration to have 
continuity in terms of a bird corridor rather than other fauna.  We are largely talking about birds.  This was part 
of a proposal to ensure that we kept the corridor.  We have agreed to certain provisions, both in the AK Reserve 
and in the AK development land that is contiguous to the AK Reserve.  We have always made various 
undertakings about revegetation as well, so it will preserve the mature trees and revegetating endemic species to 
the extent that it is necessary to keep that corridor realistic. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  That is probably the next clause. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  The job of the minister responsible for the AK Reserve fundamentally is to develop 
the AK Reserve redevelopment plan.  There will be two separate plans.  There will be a plan for the Perry Lakes 
site, which is a plan for a residential development.  That will be the responsibility of the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure.  The plan for the location of the facility and then the responsibility for developing those 
facilities will rest with the AK Reserve minister, who will be the Minister for Sport and Recreation. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move -  

That amendment 21 made by the Council be agreed to.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I have not had time to read this amendment, because I have only just received it.  I would 
like some explanation from the minister about the principal changes with regard to the role of the AK Reserve 
minister.  On the face of it, this is a fairly substantial amendment.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I agree, this is a fairly substantial amendment.  However, it will not actually change 
the minister’s responsibilities per se, in that this is all about the redevelopment plan.  This amendment will add 
onto the responsibilities for the AK Reserve minister, in deciding upon the redevelopment plan for the AK 
Reserve redevelopment area, a range of what we might call sustainability features.  Therefore, in approving the 
plan for the redevelopment of the AK Reserve development area, the minister will have to consider each of the 
factors listed in the amendment.  These are all things that I guess we could bring under the rubric of 
sustainability.  They relate to the consumption of non-renewable resources, the use of recycled and recyclable 
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material, minimising the use of hazardous materials, and minimising the use of non-recycled water.  It includes a 
raft of those things that I think are fairly evident and are based on sustainability principles.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  As the minister was speaking I was able to read through the amendment.  I do not 
disagree with any of these things.  We would expect that a modern design for sporting and public facilities would 
make use of natural ventilation and natural light, and be energy efficient and all the rest of it.  However, it is very 
unusual for a wish list like this to be put into legislation.  It is almost a bit bizarre that legislators in the upper 
house are trying to dictate to architects and builders what they should do.  I wonder how realistic some of those 
things are and what they will mean to the construction costs.  It is beyond me what we can recycle when we 
build a stadium.  When it comes to preserving the natural environment, an outdoor stadium will have natural 
light in any case.  I think this is a bit of a con.  I think the Greens are having the minister on.  This will go out in 
a newsletter about all the wonderful things the Greens have achieved.  Frankly, it is absolute bull.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  We actually think all of these things are achievable.  I know what the blokes 
opposite are like!  They are the V8 sort of guys!  All this sustainability stuff is girls’ stuff!  Real men do not 
believe in sustainability!  Well, I can tell members opposite that we have real issues of climate change.  
Members opposite can play their hairy-chested macho games and sneer at sustainability and at the Greens for 
trying to do something positive and creative about changing the way in which we do things in this state, but it is 
guys like members opposite who got us into the position that we are in now!   

Mr T.R. Sprigg:  Come on!  That is a bit rough!  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  It is not a bit rough.  It is exactly the sort of bogan mentality and bogan macho 
behaviour that is characteristic of members opposite and that is taking us down the wrong path.  I am sure there 
are one or two members on the member for Cottesloe’s side who are capable of conversion, although Bernie 
Masters, my favourite Liberal, was booted out because he was too much into that sort of thing and did not fit 
within the Liberal image.  I actually do think that these things are more substantial than the member for 
Cottesloe is making out.  We have been very careful about how we have constructed this amendment.  We 
believe that these things are achievable.  However, we also believe that in doing this we will achieve greater 
sustainability.  How can the member possibly argue that the facilities should not, where possible, incorporate 
passive solar design principles and be designed with regard to the local climate?  Frankly, we need to be telling 
our architects that this is what we want them to do. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  But not in legislation. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  Frankly, a lot of the architects out there want to be told this, because this is what 
they want to do, and they want an informed client that will give them the opportunity to do it.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No-one is going to argue with modern, efficient design that is eco sustainable and 
whatever else.  However, this is meant to be a Parliament.  It is fair enough for the government to give an 
assurance that it will use these principles in the construction of these facilities, and even to make some reference 
to the need to give cognisance to sustainability.  However, we are now legislating to say that the amount of 
material resulting from the construction of the facilities that is disposed of in landfill sites should be minimised.  
What a load of garbage to say that anyone who builds the facility will need to minimise the amount of landfill!  
This is phoney stuff.  The Greens can make a contribution to society, and they have by raising environmental 
awareness.  However, to put this sort of trite stuff into legislation is a nonsense.  The Greens will be running 
around putting out media releases that they have minimised landfill.  Where will the landfill be in this case?  
These will be new facilities.  If there will be any landfill, it will come out of the old facilities.   

The amendment states also that the noise and light emitted from the constructed facilities should be minimised.  
What does that mean?  It means they will not be able to hold any evening track events, because they will not be 
allowed to switch on the lights!  It states also that the use of natural ventilation should be maximised.  An 
outdoor athletics stadium would certainly tend to have a bit of natural ventilation!  How will we be able to 
maximise that? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  What about the change rooms?  You intend to relieve yourself outside, do you?   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This is in the western suburbs!  That sort of thing does not happen there!   

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  You did not go to a private school.  We know that.  Perhaps if you had, you would 
have seen it!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Minister, I did not go to a private school, and I am very proud of it!.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  I know that.  That is why you have this big chip on your shoulder!   
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes!  I am wounded!   

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  That is what Dougie Shave told me.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Well, he got thrown out of one, did he not?   

The amendment goes on to talk about good principles of design and sustainability.  However, to try to put this 
into legislation just so that the Greens can put out press releases claiming that they have legislated for these 
things is a poor way of legislating in this Parliament.  These are commitments that the minister should have 
made and put in writing by correspondence and media releases if she had wanted to do that.  To put it in 
legislation is ridiculous.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  When it comes to any sort of trivial amendment, or any provision relating to 
money, that is real stuff!  That is men’s stuff!  That is Liberal stuff!  However, when it comes to these green 
things that the Greens want to do, well, that is just rubbish!  It is not parliamentary!  Well, I am sorry.  I do not 
subscribe to that philosophy.  I believe these are very important principles, and I am happy to support the Greens 
in their endeavour to include them in the bill.  I hope that one day, if we have a bit of enlightenment from 
members on the other side of this house, they will recognise that the triple bottom line and looking after the 
environment are just as important as looking after the money.  I know that you, Mr Speaker, are very 
sympathetic to sustainability. 

The SPEAKER:  Oh yes, I am a sustainable sort of chap!   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I will not labour the point, but paragraph (b) states that the use of recycled and 
recycleable materials in the construction of the facilities should be maximised.  Can the minister give an example 
of what recycled material will go into these $57 million state-of-the-art sporting facilities?  What are we going to 
recycle? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  It is not for me to stifle the creativity of the architects.  I see many magnificent 
structures around Australia, and the architects are always extremely proud when they can point to the recycled 
materials they have used.  I will get for the member a list of wonderfully creative buildings in Australia that have 
incorporated recycled materials, and the member can spend some of his imprest account visiting them.  I know 
the member for Carine would be happy to travel with him.   

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I support the member for Cottesloe, drawing on my experience.  My daughter is an 
architecture student.  The five-year architecture course involves three years of environmental design.  Because I 
have been involved in some of the projects she brings home, I suggest that an awful lot of her time is spent 
talking about the guidelines documented in this amendment, and the course fulfils those guidelines.  We should 
not have to legislate to tell people in the profession, who do three years of environmental design, studying issues 
such as ventilation, light, heat and energy sustainability, about environmental requirements.  This is telling 
architects, who do three years of architectural design, how to suck eggs.  This is just a sop to the Greens, who are 
trying to itemise in absolute detailed point form what every professional architect today recognises and fulfils.  It 
is entirely unnecessary to legislate for all these nuts and bolts issues.  This is just a sop to the Greens so that they 
can say what wonderful work they are doing.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I meet many young architects, and I have nieces and nephews who are doing 
architecture.  I agree that young architects love this sort of stuff.  They are trained to do it and they want to do it.  
This gives them the opportunity to make sure that, in these specifications, they now have the opportunity to use 
all their skill.  They have the imprimatur to use their skills, and we will make sure that these facilities allow them 
to use the fabulous creativity they are being taught.  Quite often, cost alone drives the project.  This amendment 
is saying that there will be a triple bottom line approach, not just a single bottom line approach.  

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move - 

That amendment 22 made by the Council be agreed to.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I understand that the minister responsible for the AK Reserve will be the Minister for 
Local Government and Regional Development; Sport and Recreation; and Land Information.  The minister will 
obviously have a conflict of interest in this matter, given that he will be Minister for Local Government and 
Regional Development, and therefore representing the interests of the Town of Cambridge, I would expect; the 
Minister for Sport and Recreation, representing the sporting interests, including the rugby and basketball 
stadiums and the athletics facility; and the Minister for Land Information, responsible for land tenure issues.  
Can the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure explain how that minister can remain impartial, and what line of 
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reasoning he can take?  Will he be sitting in a room with three reversible mirrors, in which he actually will talk 
to himself, given that he will have a conflict of interest?  This is tantamount to the issue of the Plunkett land; it is 
almost of the same importance.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  That just means it is absolute rubbish and not worth an answer.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I will go on.  Can the minister explain to me how the minister will not have a conflict of 
interest in these matters?   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  The member’s comments are bizarre.  The legislation requires that the minister 
with responsibility for the Western Australian Sports Centre Trust be the minister responsible for this area.  At 
the end of the day, this is all about the redevelopment of sports facilities.  What better person to preside over the 
redevelopment of sports facilities than the minister responsible for sport.  Once this legislation has been passed, 
it will not concern local government.  The area of the minister’s responsibility will have not crossed over with 
local government.  This Parliament would have decided that it was appropriate for this area of land to come 
within the responsibility of the state government.  The member for Warren-Blackwood’s comment is 
nonsensical.  It makes every sense for the minister responsible for ensuring the delivery of sporting facilities 
across the state to have responsibility for developing this plan.  It is no longer an area of land that will be owned 
by local government.  We will pay full tote odds for the AK Reserve.  It is being acquired through the normal 
resumptive mechanisms.  In fact, the government is paying probably well beyond what it would have to pay if it 
had not legislated to pay $1.7 million.  The price in fact could have been as low as $400 000, but we decided that 
we would give local government the maximum amount.  The AK Reserve will no longer be in any way a matter 
of interest to local government.  The land will be owned by the state government, and full tote odds plus, plus, 
will be paid to the Town of Cambridge for the land.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Obviously the government can use its power to resume land whenever it deems it 
necessary.  However, the principles attached to this issue are that the land in question is owned by the ratepayers 
of the Town of Cambridge; it is land they have acquired over a long time.  I understand that the Minister for 
Local Government and Regional Development has expressed some disquiet about the way in which this has 
happened, given his portfolio.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure can say as often as she likes that my 
remarks are nonsense, but there is no doubt that the Western Australian Local Government Association is not 
happy with the way the government has handled this project.  No doubt the minister cannot in any terms 
whatsoever support local government - we are talking about a potential yield to local government of up to 
$86 million.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  That has nothing do with it.  It is the AK Reserve; it is being resumed.  

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  How can the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development ensure that the 
Town of Cambridge, as a local government authority that operates according to the Local Government Act, for 
which the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development is responsible, will receive a fair return for 
the land it already owns when he is also the Minister for Sport and Recreation and the Minister for Land 
Information?   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  The member for Warren-Blackwood just does not get it.  The irony of this is that 
earlier tonight members here passed amendment 3, which was moved in the Legislative Council by Hon Norman 
Moore.  The bill in its original form allowed for an alternative; namely, either the minister responsible for the 
WA Sports Centre Trust or such other minister of the Crown as the Governor, by proclamation published in the 
Government Gazette, has declared to be the AK Reserve minister for the purposes of the act.  Some flexibility 
was included in the original bill, but Hon Norman Moore said that we do not want that flexibility; it must be the 
minister responsible for the Sports Centre Trust.  Being the reasonable people that we are, even though Hon 
Norman Moore was not going to support the legislation, we said that we wanted to keep him happy, so we 
agreed to that amendment.  That is one thing.  The mob opposite does not know what it is doing.  It is a party 
divided: there are the Liberals of the Council and the Liberals of the Assembly, and it appears that they do not 
talk.   

The other important point to make - I did say it before, but I will say it again - is that the AK Reserve minister 
will not have any role to play in the redevelopment of the Perry Lakes site.  Members opposite referred to the 
concern about maximising the return and getting the development done for the Town of Cambridge.  That is not 
this site.  The AK Reserve minister will be responsible for the site on the other side of the road that the 
government has resumed at full tote odds from the Town of Cambridge.  We paid $1.7 million for that land, even 
though it may have been valued at a figure as low as $400 000.  Although we have resumed that land, it is now 
outside the direct interest of the Town of Cambridge.  It is not and will not be its land.  Therefore, the AK 
Reserve minister will have no conflict regarding those positions. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This relates to the minister for AK Reserve.  For a start, I can imagine no less impressive 
ministerial title than to be known as the minister for AK Reserve.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  What about the minister for the Dampier to Bunbury gas pipeline? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That is what it is.  I do not know whether the minister will have in brass letters outside his 
ministerial office that he is also the minister for AK Reserve.  However, the minister faces a dilemma because he 
is the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development.  This bill impinges upon the rights and the 
independence of local government.  Therefore, the minister will face a problem in the future.  When he goes to 
local government conferences and the like and talks about the role of local government, everyone in the audience 
will know that, as the minister for AK Reserve, he was a party to usurping property rights of local government.  
The minister will have to wear that right through.  The minister should stand in this Parliament, as Minister for 
Local Government and Regional Development, and make a statement, because the local government community 
will want to know where he really stood on this issue. 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  I believe this is a nonsense argument.  The opposition needs to be reminded of why this 
bill is before this house.  It is before this house because there was a council which could not come to terms with 
doing this development and which was denying the young people of this state the international facilities that they 
deserve, simply because there were personalities in the council, one of whom is in the gallery tonight, I notice, 
making comments and making faces at the minister - 

Point of Order 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The member for Yokine has just indicated that people are sitting in the gallery and making 
comments.  That is just not true. 

The SPEAKER:  I do not think that is a point of order, and I do not see how the member could think it is a point 
of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  I come back to my original comment.  This bill is before the house, not because the 
government wanted to bring it before the house but because it had to do so.  The government had to take control 
of a set of facilities that are badly needed by this state because a council decided not to do so and to deny the 
people of this state the international facilities that they should have because there are personalities in that council 
who want - 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  Mr Speaker, I put on record that I am not taking interjections during the short time I will 
have on my feet. 

The SPEAKER:  I call the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development to order twice for 
walking in front of us.  He must be mindful of what is going on around the place. 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  I take on board some of the points raised by the member for Cottesloe.  I will talk about 
them in a while.  This matter could have been negotiated through.  In fact, it was on the drawing board and could 
have been negotiated through some two years ago.  There is absolutely no reason that it had to get to the stage at 
which the government had to take intervention action, other than that we had reached a total impasse whereby 
the young people of this state were being denied facilities that they absolutely deserve.  This is a sensible bill that 
takes into account all of the needs of the people and the major stakeholders in that area, and it effectively 
removes the Cambridge council from this process. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I will not allow the member for Yokine to get away with that nonsense.  Firstly, he 
criticises people in the gallery who cannot defend themselves.  Secondly, he goes on with a whole lot of diatribe 
that has nothing to do with the amendment that is before the house.  The fact of the matter is that the Labor 
government in this state could have built the running track at Curtin University of Technology, as was proposed 
many years ago, and it would have been finished by now.  It was not necessary for the government of Western 
Australia to steal the land off the people of the Town of Cambridge, the ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge - 

Point of Order 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  On a point of order, that was an inappropriate thing to say about the government.  The 
government does not steal anything; it legislates. 

The SPEAKER:  It is a point of order, but I do not think it breaches the standing orders. 
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Debate Resumed 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  While the member for Yokine is assisting the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, the 
minister will always have trouble.  I just saw the minister with her head in her hands and I am sure she was 
thinking to herself that it would be helpful if the member for Yokine just sat there and kept quiet. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  The member for Cottesloe asked me to make some comments on this matter and I will 
do so.  He indicated that it is my position as the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development to 
defend local government, and he is right.  I fully support the whole process set out in this bill because the image 
of all local government was being damaged by the actions of the Town of Cambridge.  It reflects badly on all 
local government.  The former Mayor of Bunbury would know that, sadly, when one council steps out of line in 
Western Australia, the entire media pack hounds that council or councillor and the image is that all local 
government is in a bad way.  If we had let the Town of Cambridge keep going the way it was, the image of local 
government would have suffered. 

I was in the member for Warren-Blackwood’s electorate yesterday and I met with four councillors and this 
matter came up.  Every one of them said, “Good on you; the only trouble is you should’ve done it years ago.”  I 
have met 136 of the 142 councils throughout the state and behind the scenes every one of them has said, “Well 
done; you should’ve done it before.” 

The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and my predecessor have done an excellent job in steering this bill 
through.  How can the ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge come out of this any worse than if they had done it 
themselves?  Firstly, we are paying them $1.7 million for the land that they would not have received.  Secondly, 
if the project runs at a loss, the ratepayers will get $50 million.  The way the Town of Cambridge was handling 
the matter was absolutely atrocious.  It had no expertise.  The chief executive officer was hounded out by this 
whole development.  The staff have never done a development one-tenth as big as this.  If they had stuffed the 
whole thing up and run it at a loss, the Town of Cambridge ratepayers would have paid.  Now all taxpayers in 
Western Australia have a lovely little guarantee of $50 million.  How would the former Mayor of Bunbury have 
liked that for his developments in Bunbury?  If they had run at a loss, someone would have paid $50 million; if 
they had made more than $50 million, they could have kept the money. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  It is great that the member for Cottesloe forced the figure to be raised to $50 million 
minimum.  We heard from the minister tonight that it may be $48 million or even less depending on how big or 
how small the difference is.  There are no guarantees or design guidelines.  The figure has gone from $48 million 
to $113 million and nobody knows.   

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Most people know that the Town of Cambridge will make more than $50 million.  If it 
does not, that is a great guarantee.  The best interests of the ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge, of all 
taxpayers in Western Australia and of the sporting fraternity of this state have been met.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I pay particular tribute to the work done by the member for Yokine as the former 
Minister for Sport and Recreation.  He and his office did an extraordinary job.  I was keen to encourage him to 
speak tonight, because he has a deep knowledge of this issue.  I thought he had an important contribution to 
make.   

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Leave granted for amendments 23 to 33 to be taken together. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move - 

That amendments 23 to 33 made by the Council be agreed to.   

These amendments concern definitions relating to the AK Reserve as opposed to the AK development area.  The 
amendments are necessary to clearly define where the tree corridor will go.  The amendments will provide a 
clear distinction between the AK Reserve and the AK development area, given the provisions that relate to the 
tree corridor.   

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move - 

That amendment 34 made by the Council be agreed to.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I would appreciate an explanation of this amendment by the minister.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  The two subclauses contained in the amendment are necessary so that subsequent 
amendments that introduce the tree corridor and the sustainability principles are incorporated into the general 
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structure of the legislation.  They are the bits to which the provisions on the tree corridor and the sustainability 
principles will attach.   

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  Clause 27(3) states in part - 

If the Planning Minister refuses to approve a draft redevelopment plan, the Minister must give 
directions as to the preparation of a further draft redevelopment plan . . .   

How does that fit in with what the minister just said about the tree corridor?   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I am not sure that I understand what the member is saying.  Amendment 35 
contains a new clause 27(4), which states that the minister must be satisfied that existing flora on the AK 
Reserve land must be conserved as far as possible.   
Mr G.M. Castrilli:  Amendment 35 alters clause 27.  I am with you now.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  We should probably have dealt with both amendments at the same time. 
Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move - 

 That amendment 35 made by the Council be agreed to. 

This clause deals with the sustainability principles.  Last time we had this discussion it was about the 
sustainability principles as they applied to the AK redevelopment area; this time it is about the sustainability 
principles as they apply to the Perry Lakes subdivision.  
Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move - 

That amendment 36 made by the Council be agreed to.   

This amendment corrects a drafting error.  Reference was made to a particular act and it was discovered that it 
was probably better placed within another act. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move - 

That amendment 37 made by the Council be agreed to.   

Again, it is another provision aimed at absolutely clarifying which part of lot 25 we are referring to. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to 

The SPEAKER:  Amendment 38 appears to involve extra expenditure by the state.  I ask the minister to indicate 
what new expenditure is involved.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  To the opposite; it actually limits expenditure.  Under revised section 27(4) of the 
act there is an item of expenditure that refers to enhancing the corridor with flora that is indigenous to the land 
by creating a continuous belt of flora.  That enables us to spend an unlimited amount of money; this amendment 
limits the amount of money that can be spent.  I move - 

That amendment 38 made by the Council be agreed to.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I follow up on your comment, Mr Speaker.  I am not sure that it simply limits 
expenditure.  It appears to me that it is adding another area from which expenditure can be drawn from a fund.  
The fund is almost of the nature of a reserve fund to cover a series of contingencies.  It clearly indicates that 
from that fund an additional amount of money not to exceed $1 million, but certainly an additional amount of 
money, is to be used for the maintenance of the indigenous flora.  It is not clear whether it is a money matter.  It 
seems that the amendment by the upper house states that from this fund money, in addition to all those other 
things, will be spent for the purpose of enhancing the flora that is indigenous to the land.  Previously it was not 
an obligation, but now the upper house has included a clause that from this fund, which is a reserve of money, an 
amount, not to exceed $1 million, is to be spent on indigenous flora in this corridor.  Mr Speaker, I suspect that 
your concerns will be right.  It is a money item and it is beyond the constitutional powers of the upper house to 
include it in this legislation and it should be withdrawn.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  It is important to understand that it is not an appropriation from the consolidated 
fund; it is from a trust fund.  In any event, it is actually limiting the amount of money that can be spent.  Without 
this provision we could spend $2 million, $3 million or $4 million.  This provision does not require us to spend 
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$1 million or even one cent.  It provides that we cannot spend more than $1 million.  This provision does not 
require any money at all to be spent; it simply says that the government is not to spend more than $1 million 
from the trust fund on that job. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That is not the case at all.  Clause 43 of the bill refers to what can be charged to the fund - 
the cost of maintaining and operating the facilities, marketing and a range of things.  A new item - it might well 
be a worthwhile item - has been introduced; that is, enhancing the newly created corridor with flora that is 
indigenous to the land.  It is clearly a decision that money from this fund will be used for a new purpose.  The 
bill creates an expectation that it will be done.  I am no constitutional expert, but I suggest there is a real doubt 
about whether it is a money matter.  It might well be worth the Speaker seeking advice and considering the 
matter. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  Clause 43(1)(c) of the bill, as approved by the house, states - 

all expenses incurred by the AK Reserve Minister in complying with Part 3 and obtaining any approval 
for any development on the AK Reserve land or land in the redevelopment area that is contiguous with 
that land; . . .  

It is incredibly broad.  All this does is put a cap on one sort of expenditure.  The expenditure that is being talked 
about falls within the purview of clause 43(1)(c), and it cannot possibly increase expenditure; it can only limit it. 

The SPEAKER:  I ask the minister directly to state whether, under this amendment, there will be extra 
expenditure from consolidated revenue to the fund. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  Absolutely, Mr Speaker.  None of the money will come from the consolidated 
fund.  In any event, there will be no extra money from anywhere as a result of this provision; it will be the 
opposite. 

Mr G.M. CASTRILLI:  I also have some concerns about this.  The Council amendment refers to the 
enhancement of the corridor with flora that is indigenous to the land.  I  think that, after listening to the reasoning 
of the Greens in the other house, it is directly related.  In a recent ruling, Mr Speaker, you rejected an upper 
house amendment regarding fair and just compensation, which was not quantifiable.  This amendment from the 
upper house for the inclusion of $1 million is a provision for the supply of money, which I understand the upper 
house cannot do.  I ask the Speaker to investigate the matter.  I do not think it is quite in order. 

The SPEAKER:  To let members know where my mind is at, the minister has assured the house that the 
amendment does not add any expenditure to consolidated revenue.  I have therefore finished considering the 
matter. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I refer members to clause 27(4) of Legislative Council amendment 35, which states - 

The Minister must not approve a draft redevelopment plan for the AK redevelopment area . . .  

The amendment refers to the AK Reserve land and existing flora and to a requirement that the corridor be 
enhanced with flora that is indigenous to the land so as to create - 

The SPEAKER:  Which section are you talking to? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I am talking to Council amendment 38 but I am referring back to Council amendment 
27(4).  This relates to the costs for flora that is indigenous to the land and the spending of $1 million.  The 
minister has said quite plainly that this money will not be coming out of the consolidated fund.  I expect that the 
whole redevelopment will be funded out of the sale of land in that locality.  Those funds would then be 
transferred to the consolidated fund, or, alternatively, funds would be advanced out of the consolidated fund to 
allow the project to be completed and then recouped as a result of the sale of land.  I beg to differ with the 
minister, but I believe this money will come out of the consolidated fund.  Mr Speaker, I ask that you rule 
whether it is an appropriation, because if it is an appropriation, I believe it is out of order.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I give an undertaking that this item will not increase in any way expenditure from 
government. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I want to follow up what the member for Warren-Blackwood said.  The minister is saying 
that this is a fund of up to $1 million for indigenous flora in a corridor.  One can take it that there will be 
expenditure, albeit of not more than $1 million, on indigenous species.  The member for Warren-Blackwood 
makes a very good point: the building of the facilities and the creation of the corridor, and its rehabilitation with 
indigenous species, will all happen before any land is sold on the Perry Lakes site.  Therefore, it will be funded 
out of consolidated revenue at that time.   
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The other point is that we have agreed to another amendment to this bill to guarantee a final return of not less 
than $50 million to the Town of Cambridge.  If a scenario were to arise in which construction costs rose 
dramatically and maybe the government had a return of only $1 million, part of its extra spending would have 
been on this indigenous plants corridor.  The government, therefore, would have to make up a greater shortfall to 
the Town of Cambridge; in other words, it would have to draw on consolidated revenue.  In two respects it will 
be drawing initially on consolidated revenue to put in these indigenous species to rehabilitate the corridor.  If the 
net return to the Town of Cambridge falls below $50 million, part of it will be explained by this expenditure.  
Therefore, part of the additional draw on consolidated revenue will come from that.  For that reason, I suggest 
that the Liberal opposition will not vote in favour of this new clause, for the simple reason that it does not think 
that the upper house had the power to insert this amendment. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  If I may explain, we are not compelled to spend any money on the revegetation by 
virtue of this clause.  Hon Norman Moore proposed the amendment.  It is because of our attempts to 
accommodate Hon Norman Moore that we have put this provision into the bill.  This provision does not require 
us to spend any money whatsoever.   

Several members interjected. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  It does not.  It simply says that we are limited in how much we spend.  It certainly 
does not require us to spend a cent.  Equally importantly, the revegetation will not take place until the very end 
of the process.  The important provision is that nothing in here creates any requirement whatsoever to spend any 
money. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  I hear what the minister says, but when she mentions costs not exceeding $1 million, that 
means the minister has given someone the option of spending up to $1 million.  From my experience, if we give 
a cheque to anyone and tell him to spend up to a certain amount, he will go to the limit.  I can guarantee that 
once this redevelopment is finished, there will not be much change out of $1 million - $5 000 will not be spent, 
for example.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  We are not required to.  That is the whole issue.  It does not require us to do anything. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  The minister is not requiring the proponents to do anything, but the wording of the 
amendment is “the costs, not exceeding $1 million”, which is like giving a kid $20, sending him to the Royal 
Show and telling him not to spend it all.  How much change would we get back?  It would not be much. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  That is not the constitutional issue.  The constitutional issue is about the upper house 
compelling the government to spend money.  The constitutional issue is about compulsion.  You are admitting in 
your statement that there is no compulsion. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  No.  I am saying that the government has given an allowance of up to $1 million.  The 
government is not compelling that it be spent, but it can be.  The government has basically given a cheque for 
$1 million to be spent on indigenous flora. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (25) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk  
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper  

Noes (13) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg  
Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker  

            

Pairs 

 Mr J.N. Hyde Mr J.H.D. Day 
 Mr T.G. Stephens Mr M.W. Trenorden 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr T.K. Waldron 
 Dr J.M. Edwards Mr D.T. Redman 
 Mr M.P. Murray Mr G. Snook 
 Dr G.I. Gallop Mr M.J. Cowper 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Question thus passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move - 

That amendment 39 made by the Council be agreed to. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This is quite a long amendment.  Perhaps the minister will explain the intent.  A lot of it is 
consequential but there is quite a lot in it. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  These provisions have been made necessary because of the passing last night of the 
Planning and Development Bill.  Originally, these provisions were referred to the new act.  The upper house did 
not like that so we changed them all.  We were told that we could not make reference to the Planning and 
Development Act because it had not been passed.  The Planning and Development Bill 2005 went through the 
upper house and came back here and was then returned.  It was eventually passed last night.  It is therefore all 
about consequential amendments upon the passing of the Planning and Development Bill. 

Mr R.C. KUCERA:  We are coming to the end of debate on this legislation.  In speaking to this amendment, I 
thank Ron Alexander and his staff and the people from the Department of Sport and Recreation, and particularly 
Graham Brimage, for the way in which they have steered this particularly difficult legislation and for the way in 
which they assisted in steering it through the house.  I also congratulate the minister for having the courage to 
undertake the direction of this development.  It is a development that is sorely needed by the young people of 
this state, as I have already said this evening.  I also congratulate the minister’s staff for the way they have 
handled this legislation.  In talking to the amendment, I also congratulate the member for Cottesloe for at least 
trying in the early stage of the legislation to get some resolution with a very difficult council.  Finally, I 
congratulate Hon Adele Farina on steering this legislation through the upper house; it is an excellent piece of 
legislation. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I also take this opportunity during debate on this amendment to make some comments 
about the passage of this legislation.  This legislation has fired a shot across the bow of local government in 
Western Australia.  Any local government that owns endowment lands will now be under threat.  Any time that a 
government in the future is short of funds for any special project, it will be able to go to local government and 
resume those lands and use the money from its sale for a purpose that is particular to the government of the day.  
That is what this legislation is about.  This legislation is a disgraceful effort by this government to take land that 
is owned by the ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge and spend the money from the sale of that land on a 
project that should have been the responsibility of the government of the day. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I also take the opportunity to make a concluding comment.  No-one disputes the need for 
new sporting facilities.  That has never been disputed by any member of Parliament to my knowledge.  Members 
on both sides of the house have been frustrated by the way in which the issue has been handled.  However, strip 
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away all of the history of this project - the sometimes unfortunate history - and we are left with one group of 
people, in this case a state Labor government, confiscating property from another group of people, the Town of 
Cambridge and its ratepayers, without due compensation according to land law. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Come on! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Government members can talk about $50 million, but compensation is laid down in our 
land legislation.  This legislation is circumventing normal, proper compensation rules.  One group, the state 
government, is taking property off another group and is using it to build the facilities for a third group.  It is then 
saying to the people who lawfully own that land that they can have the change that is left over.  It is 
fundamentally wrong.  The outcome of new sporting facilities and even a redevelopment around the Perry Lakes 
site has broad community support and broad public acceptance from members of this place.  However, the way 
in which this government is doing it is wrong.  The concern of the residents of the Town of Cambridge and my 
constituents - 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  One ward! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  No, it is not.  It is my electorate; let me judge.  I know the people living throughout that 
area. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  With respect, it is my electorate, and I want to say something on those people’s behalf.  
The concerns that the people in that area have is not about the sporting facilities; they are happy to see that 
happen on AK Reserve.  Although they have concerns about detail, they accept the redevelopment around Perry 
Lakes.  They have arguments about height and density and so on, but in broad terms they accept the 
development.  However, all they wanted was for the sporting development to go ahead and for them as local 
residents and ratepayers to have a proper say, according to land and planning legislation, on the way in which the 
development around Perry Lakes takes place.  This government has denied them that opportunity.  This is a very 
poor outcome.  It would not have taken much more effort by this government and this minister to have come to a 
resolution in which the government - 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  That is nonsense. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am sorry, it is not nonsense.  The government should have allowed me to bring a 
conclusion to this matter.  I was within a whisker of concluding it so that the sporting bodies would have 
redeveloped the AK Reserve, the Town of Cambridge would have handled the Perry Lakes project and the 
government would have had an agreement for funding.  Members opposite sit there and say it is not possible, but 
I say to them that a good minister is one who can resolve issues with a reasonable degree of goodwill.  It is easy 
to use the numbers in this house and the power of government to overrule people.  That is not good government 
and it is not good conduct. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I take this opportunity to remind any members who wish to speak on this bill that 
all they are going to speak to is the amendments. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  As I have been speaking on this bill all evening, I want to make one closing remark.  This 
development is going ahead, as we know.  I am disappointed that this site has been chosen for the new 
development.  I see what the minister is doing with the planning of our city and the future of our city.  I do not 
think that the area out at Perry Lakes is the right place to put such a stadium.  I think history will prove that it is 
not the right position.  Transport to the area is very difficult.  Members should try to drive to Subiaco Oval and 
see how difficult it is to get there, and then try to drive further out to the western suburbs.  Every time I try to get 
to the WA Institute of Sport, it takes forever.  It is a bottleneck.  We talk about rail lines.  A rail line is being 
built from Perth to Mandurah so people can jump on the train to travel to facilities, their homes and their 
suburbs.  Where is the rail line to this new sporting stadium?  There is no rail line.  I would not even know how 
to get there by bus. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The member for South Perth needs to address himself to the amendment. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH:  In closing, I think history will prove that the minister - I know she is very ingenious in 
this regard - may have been able to find a place for this complex on a main thoroughfare, maybe in the area of 
Cockburn, which we were shown recently in a briefing.  I know the Perry Lakes development is going ahead, 
and I hope it all goes well for the people out there and the people who will use these facilities.  I think the 
government could have avoided this situation by taking responsibility for the project itself and finding an area in 
this great corridor that we are going to have once the rail line to Mandurah is complete. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This amendment relates to planning and development.  I want to comment on the remarks 
of the member for South Perth.  This proposed development is in my electorate, which has terrific facilities that 
are not provided by government.  There are very few government facilities in my electorate.  They are essentially 
private facilities or schools.  More than any other electorate, my electorate probably has more sporting facilities 
for young kids than anywhere.  I am happy to see an expansion of the Challenge Stadium complex.  I think it is 
terrific.  If I were looking at where we need to get young kids involved in athletics, I would be looking at the 
south east corridor of the eastern suburbs of Perth.  I would not be looking at the western suburbs, where every 
school has its athletics track and acres of ovals, and where there are sporting facilities and clubs.  Rugby is a 
wealthy sport.  Its base is in the western suburbs.  Basketball is relatively wealthy.  Where was the desire to 
involve young kids who perhaps have fewer opportunities through their education, family, clubs and sport?  By 
all means, spend some money in my electorate and my constituents will enjoy these facilities and use them. 

Mr N.R. Marlborough interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The member for Peel carries on.  However, had the government been genuinely 
concerned about increasing participation in sport, particularly in some of the less affluent parts of Western 
Australia, it would not be spending $60 million in my electorate on sporting facilities.  It would be putting them 
into suburbs where kids can get better access.  I am happy to have them, but the kids in my electorate already 
have fantastic facilities right now. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendment agreed to. 

Leave granted for amendments 40 and 41 to be taken together.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I move -  

That amendments 40 and 41 made by the Council be agreed to.   

As other members have had a bit of a summing-up, I will give a summary of the matter.  This has not been an 
easy process.  It is certainly not one that the government wanted to undertake.  We were more than happy with 
the Town of Cambridge making the decision to select a private partner to undertake the development for it.  I 
think the council agreed to that process in 2003.  Our concerns arose early in 2005 when it was clear that the 
council had made a decision to abandon that process.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members are making it very difficult, if not for the minister, at least for Hansard.  
Will members please keep their conversations quiet.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  By 2005 the business plan embarked on in 2003, which itself had taken many years 
to come into being, was to be abandoned.  The council then decided that it would undertake another process and 
do the development itself.  The government attempted on many occasions to put alternative propositions to the 
council.  I had great difficulty getting the Mayor of Cambridge into a position in which she was prepared to 
contemplate the propositions or even allow them to be discussed by the full council.  I very much regret that the 
issue has been presented as some sort of personality clash.  I have never had any issues at all with the mayor.  
What the Mayor of Cambridge does is immaterial to me.  It is not something that motivates me.  What motivates 
me is bringing this problem to resolution.  It would have been easy for the government to let the council 
undertake this other process, but that would have been very bad for the three sporting codes, and the government 
was not prepared to allow that to happen.  We made the decision - it was not an easy decision - to go down this 
path.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I was really interested in the comments of the minister and I am dying to hear more from 
her.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I am sure that the minister will address her comments to the amendment, as have 
other members.   

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I will, Madam Deputy Speaker.  A raft of allegations have been made and I want to 
set the record straight.  I thank my colleagues, particularly the Attorney General, for their full support, as usual.  
He is a great guy!   

The government would rather do many other things.  We would rather not have been involved in this process, 
but at the end of the day we had a responsibility.  We cannot just walk away from the hard issues.  I find the 
pontificating of members opposite absolutely incredible.  This plan was devised by Hon Norman Moore in 1998.  
He tried to put it into effect for the three or four years after 1998 that the Liberal Party was in office.  The 
previous government was not able to bring it to resolution.  The matter has dragged on for far too long, and it is 
about time it was brought to resolution.  It is not something that the government wanted to do.  There were 
plenty of other jobs that we could have gotten on with.  I want all members to take this on board.  This 
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development will be very positive for everybody.  It will be positive for the Town of Cambridge.  It will mean 
that the council can get on with the business of being a local authority.  This one issue that has divided it so 
intensely will be now taken off the agenda.  It will be positive news for the ratepayers of the Town of 
Cambridge, because they will get, at the very minimum, an amount of $51.7 million.  Of course, it will also be 
extremely positive for athletics, rugby and basketball. 

I want to thank all the staff who have been involved with this bill from both the Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure and the Department of Sport and Recreation: Nigel McComb, Sue Woolhouse, Paul Hayes, Neil 
Foley, Anne Wood and Sharryn Jackson.  I also acknowledge, as the member for Yokine has said, the 
extraordinary work that has been done by Hon Adele Farina in taking this legislation through the upper house.  
Well done.   

This will be a great outcome for everyone.  I urge the Town of Cambridge to let us move on and achieve a 
creative redevelopment of the Perry Lakes site, for the benefit of everyone in this state. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 

The Council acquainted accordingly. 
 


