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LOCAL GOVERNMENT — AMALGAMATIONS 
Motion 

Resumed from 7 August on the following motion moved by Mr D.A. Templeman — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government for breaking another promise and totally misleading 
the people of Western Australia with regard to forced amalgamations in the metropolitan area. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): The question is that the motion be agreed to. All those in 
favour — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Just checking! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am sure the motion will get universal support, but I thought I had better speak to it 
first. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I thought you were taking your time there, member!  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: As we have seen play out over the past few months, and certainly over the past week 
with the solar panel debacle, in four short months this government now has the infamous reputation of having 
broken a series of promises. One of them, of course, is the promise and assertions made before the 2013 March 
election about forced amalgamations. We have debated the matter in this place as a matter of public interest and 
asked questions of the minister and the Premier. I will not go over in detail the various events and what was said, 
but I want to first place on record the factual information both the Premier and the minister provided in the lead-
up to the state election in March this year. I want to premise this with my view as shadow Minister for Local 
Government that neither I nor the Labor Party is opposed to local government reform; in fact, I think it is true to 
say that there is certainly scope for sensible, well-researched and evidence-based reform in the sector. I do not 
think there is any doubt about a need for that. It is the way in which it is sought to be achieved that has, of 
course, caused great upheaval, particularly in the metropolitan area. As the Premier himself has already said in 
this place, it sends ripples, if not waves, of concern into regional Western Australia. This is despite what the 
Leader of the National Party called “a deal” when he was door-stopped before going to a cabinet meeting that 
took place before the minister and Premier made the announcement about the proposed reduction in the number 
of metropolitan councils from 30 to 14.  

Let us put on the table very clearly what was said about the whole issue of whether amalgamations under this 
government would be forced or not. I will not quote from many documents because they have already been 
quoted in the house, but I want to provide that as a foundation. The first is from the minister himself, although he 
was not the minister at the time, when he was at a business breakfast in Armadale at which the member for 
Armadale was also present. I understand it was in February this year, just under three weeks before the 2013 
state election. At the breakfast, questions about forced council amalgamations were put to the member for 
Armadale and the member for Darling Range. The member for Darling Range made a very clear statement to 
that breakfast that the Liberal Party supported forced amalgamations. 

Dr A.D. Buti: He was being very honest.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Absolutely. He was then forced on 21 February, presumably by the Premier and/or 
Dixie Marshall and/or the spin doctors in the Liberal Party, to categorically retract that comment. His retraction 
was in the form of a media statement dated 21 February 2000. His opening line reads — 

I recently made some remarks at a local forum that the Liberal Party supported forced council 
amalgamations. The Liberal Party does not support forced amalgamations, I got it wrong, it was my 
mistake. I apologise for the confusion this has created. 

That is in black and white. The minister also has a history of standing up for his community and I give him credit 
for that. In July last year, when pressured by part of his electorate represented by the Shire of Serpentine–
Jarrahdale, he made some very telling comments about the Robson report and what it was proposing. Again, this 
is from a newspaper article titled “Super councils don’t work: Simpson”, from which I will highlight some 
statements quoted by the now minister — 

“Super councils don’t work, I don’t want super councils.”  

Mr Simpson said all of the options still resulted in a council area that was too big.  

“We need to find a compromise between keeping the community identity of Serpentine Jarrahdale and 
if we go to big we lose it,  
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After hearing these comment from his local member, the shire president, Bruce Moore, said he welcomed Mr 
Simpson’s comments. He said — 

“It is pleasing to see that our local member is getting behind us in trying to maintain our community 
identity,”  

“We look forward to working with him in the future to establish the best way forward for the shire.”  

We know therefore that the now minister was clearly identifying that he felt that super councils would not work. 
He said in February that there would be no forced amalgamations because he was asked to retract his comments. 
Let us look at some comments from the Premier himself when pressed during the lead-up to the state election 
in March this year, including on his glossy residents’ newsletter, “Hon Colin Barnett MLA: Member for 
Cottesloe: Residents’ Newsletter” highlighted on the front page when he said — 

There has been much said about local government over recent months. I have always believed that a 
combined council covering Claremont, Cottesloe, Mosman Park and Peppermint Grove makes sense, 
however claims that the State Government will use its powers to force such an amalgamation are simply 
not true. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: “Simply not true”? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes; it says “simply not true”. Once again, this goes to the centre of the issue of trust 
and what the government says, what it promises and what it actually delivers. We then fast forward a number of 
months to the state election. The Liberal Party and the National Party were overwhelmingly successful; there is 
no doubt about that. The new minister was then appointed, and I congratulated him at the time. He probably 
thought, “Oh dear, how do I bury some of the stuff that I said some months ago, if not half a year before?” That 
aside, we then had the common theme that the minister uses in many of his speeches about moving forward. I do 
not know where he has borrowed that from but I would drop it if I were him because it was not so popular with 
someone who used to use that beforehand. It is just a little bit of advice, but I would drop it and maybe find a 
new cliché to use. However, the moving forward included an announcement—it was a number of weeks ago 
now—and finally, after much agonising by councils over the Robson report, submissions and money spent, the 
grand plan was revealed. We had the Vicky Pollard, “Yeah but no, but yeah”, statement about how we will have 
14 new councils. He was asked, “Are you going to force them?” And he said, “Oh, well, yeah, oh …”. I 
remember the minister struggling in his radio interview. It was then printed again The West Australian the day 
after those questions were asked when the minister used the word “yup”. He was asked, “Are you going to force 
it?” His response was, “Oh, yeah. Yup.” That is what happened. 

This is the forced amalgamation we have when we do not have a forced amalgamation. The big reveal showed 
that 30 councils would be reduced to 14 and, yes, there would be a process of submissions to the Local 
Government Advisory Board. That is the entity that, as per the legislation, would sift through any submissions, 
except—and this is the telling point—if members talk to any council, mayor or shire president, as I have done, 
about what was said to them at the meeting called at the City of Cockburn on the day of the announcement, they 
will say that they were told they could make submissions and put in their concerns, but that if they did not 
comply with the plan for 14 councils, they would have to “lump it”. That is what the government told them and 
that is why, on the same day, the mayors and presidents of the various shires, including the minister’s own Shire 
of Serpentine Jarrahdale, said that they believed they were lied to. They believe they were led up the garden path 
before the election. In some cases a number of councils—I will go through a few of the mergers that have been 
proposed—had already done work with their neighbouring councils on a possible merger. In the case of the 
Town of Bassendean and the City of Bayswater, for example, the complete opposite took place, but I will leave 
that for the member for Bassendean to go through.  

As the minister has outlined on a couple of occasions, the deadline for submissions is 4 October. This has caused 
great angst, particularly for a number of the government’s members. The member for Perth, who has just started 
out—I was hoping she would be here—has been severely embarrassed and now has to argue for and support the 
Mayor of Vincent over the ridiculous decision—according to the map—of only merging part of the City of 
Vincent with the City of Perth and then jettisoning the other half into the northern council area of Stirling, based 
on no effective community-of-interest and/or economic analysis at all; it is an arbitrary line. This has happened 
despite the City of Vincent saying, quite openly, that it is happy to reform and amalgamate, but that it is sensible 
and logical for it to amalgamate in total with the City of Perth.  
Mr J.H.D. Day: That may well happen.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It will happen because the government has been embarrassed about it. The 
community rallied on Saturday—a thousand or so people—clearly showing that it is not against amalgamation 
but is against the way in which it has been done, which is wrong. That is the point I keep making. If the 
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government did this properly and in a consultative and effective manner, it would get support for many of the 
things it wants to achieve.  

We then hop across the river and look at the new—it has been unjustifiably dubbed—“city of South Park”. They 
should seriously think of calling it that because if we wanted to market the new entity, it would get international 
attention as the new “city of South Park”. I know the member for Victoria Park may have a firm view on this and 
so may the member for South Perth, but what a great marketing idea! Here we are in Western Australia, claimed 
to be the most isolated capital city in the world. The minister could look back with pride in many years to come 
when people ask, “What was one of the great achievements of Tony Simpson, MLA, as the Minister for Local 
Government?” He created “South Park”. That would go down in history as a most significant achievement. 
However, the biggest blue the government has made has involved the proposal to amalgamate the Town of 
Victoria Park and the City of South Perth. Again those two councils have already been talking with each other 
and have said that it makes sense to rationalise and amalgamate. I do not think the minister made the blue, but 
rather it was the guy who sits in front of the minister in the chamber. “Great idea”, said the emperor, “We will 
collect a few of the icons and bung them into the City of Perth, and included in that is my grand new stadium 
because I need a few runs on the board”, and that is what he did. He got out his little grab bag—he reminds me 
of one of the Beagle Boys from the Donald Duck cartoons with his little black mask and his little swag bag—and 
collected a few icons to add to the City of Perth. It makes sense to take in the University of Western Australia 
and Kings Park. When we drew up the boundaries for the seats in state Parliament, one of the key criteria was 
natural boundaries. There are no natural boundaries in this case for the Premier. The Premier probably said, “I 
will just hop across the river and slash out a bit of the old Burswood peninsula. I’ll slash it up, carve it up, get out 
the old chainsaw—roo, roo, roo—take that off South Park and we’ll just sort of say that we’re building a bridge 
across there so we can use that as the natural connection and we’ll whack that into the City of Perth.” 

Again, these are two councils working in good faith with each other and the government then goes and dumps on 
them by doing that. It is not actually essential for the stadium to be in the City of Perth. I am not 100 per cent 
sure—I meant to check this today—but I think even in Melbourne the Melbourne Cricket Ground is in the City 
of Yarra. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: No, it’s in the City of Melbourne. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It is in the City of Melbourne! I know a few things are in the City of Yarra. I thought 
the MCG was in the City of Yarra, but I could be corrected. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: No. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: However, I do not think it is absolutely essential that the new stadium be in the City 
of Perth. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: It doesn’t matter which local government, it’s going to be a state government asset. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Of course it is. Here we go: the government puts two councils offside that are already 
working together. It has already done that to the City of Vincent and it has now done it to these two. 
Dr A.D. Buti: But wasn’t it a decision of the Premier? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Of course it was a decision of the Premier. The poor Minister for Local Government 
was told, “This is what’s going to happen, mate. You just have to wear it. We’ll wheel you out when the flak hits 
the fan. When the stones start being thrown, we’ll just wheel you out as a bit of fodder.” 

Then we look at the carving up of the City of Vincent. The Speaker is not in the chamber, but I know the 
Speaker is now placed in the invidious position of his electorate of Mt Lawley, a heritage precinct locality, being 
plucked out of the City of Stirling, of which it has been a part for many, many years, and put with the newly 
configured City of Bayswater, which is an unhappy marriage. It is an unhappy marriage proposal. The 
government is forcing a shotgun marriage on the Town of Bassendean and the City of Bayswater, as they do not 
like each other very much I do not think from what I can gather. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: Not all shotgun marriages are unhappy marriages! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, well — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member for Bassendean will go through this issue, but we know that Bassendean 
council had also been having discussions, which were encouraged by the previous minister when he was talking 
about reform and encouraging councils to get together and talk. They did; many of them did. Some of them did 
not. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli: Some of them couldn’t understand each other! 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes. For some of them it was almost like living next to another country! However, 
lots of them were talking. What does the government then do? It puts a couple together who do not really want to 
be with each other. Then we have that problem over there and that challenge. Of course, again, going back to 
Mount Lawley, the government hives off a heritage locality from its mother, weans it off its mother and puts it 
with this unhappy collection. 

Let us go further. Let us go south to Fremantle. I will sidestep the G7 for the moment. That is a case on its own 
and I will come back to it. Let us go to Fremantle. This is a very significant point. This is where I agree with the 
minister’s earlier comments about super councils; that the premise of one size fits all is wrong. Fremantle is, of 
course, an iconic second city in the Perth metropolitan area. It always has been and it always should be seen as a 
unique entity. The minister’s proposal will force on Fremantle and East Fremantle, I think, an unhappy and 
illogical marriage with the City of Melville. I am not having a go at the operation of those councils, but 
Fremantle is a very special case. It is historic. It has a very important historical and cultural identity and indeed a 
strong community identity that should be looked at as criteria in their own right. I do not think anyone would 
argue that putting East Fremantle in with Fremantle is a problem, quite frankly. 

Mr M.H. Taylor: East Fremantle is much more similar to Melville than it is to Fremantle. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: East Fremantle — 

Mr M.H. Taylor: Why would you put East Fremantle in with Fremantle? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I hope the member for Bateman gets up to speak, as he is most welcome to. 

Mr M.H. Taylor: I grew up in East Fremantle. I’d rather be in Melville than Fremantle. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I hope the member for Bateman gets up to speak because I am looking forward to his 
contribution. He does not make many contributions, but I tell him what: he will have a chance to make a 
contribution this afternoon, so he would be very welcome. 

Mr M.H. Taylor: They are all worth it. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member for Bateman would be very welcome to do it, because he obviously 
supports telling fibs. 

Mr M.H. Taylor: No. I’m just saying that East Fremantle is not similar to Fremantle. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No, no. He obviously supports his government saying one thing and then after the 
election doing the complete opposite. If the member for Bateman supports that, that is fine; he can get up and 
defend that afterwards but I am going to keep going. 

In the amalgamation of East Fremantle and Fremantle, the government then sections off North Fremantle. It 
went one step further and said, “We’ll marry these three entities together but we’ll take off North Fremantle and 
put it into the G7.” I am sidestepping the G7 as I want to park it at the moment. 

I want to now go into the hills. I have a lot of time for the Shire of Mundaring. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: Have you ever been there? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes. I used to drive through the Shire of Mundaring. We used to live in Northam and 
we would always consistently stop at the good old Inn Mahogany Creek. We would swim at Lake Leschenaultia 
and go to El Caballo Blanco when it first opened. I was a kid when El Caballo Blanco first opened. I can always 
remember going on a Sunday afternoon from Northam to El Caballo Blanco and there would be the fellow with 
his black hat with red bits on it. There would be horses and they would announce them and say, “Ladies and 
gentlemen.” Actually, the guy was Spanish, although I think he was just putting it on, but he would say, “And 
now here’s Zamarro”, or whoever it was, and out they would burst from the — 

Mr J.E. McGrath: Dancing horses. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes. They would burst right out and they would do the prancing. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Andalusians. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Andalusians, that is right. 

Mr R.H. Cook: How is the Hansard reporter supposed to deal with this? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am sure the Hansard reporters will find an appropriate way. They always make my 
speeches look absolutely spectacular. That is what the people in Mandurah tell me. They say to me, “Gee, you 
speak well every time. Everything you say, it’s so good.” I do not tell them exactly how it comes out in this 
place. Some people do not need to know those things, do they? 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 14 August 2013] 

 p3412b-3431a 
Mr Bill Johnston; Mr Ben Wyatt; Mr Dave Kelly; Ms Eleni Evangel; Mr Roger Cook 

 [5] 

Anyway, I have been through Mundaring and I have an affiliation with Mundaring, so I have time for 
Mundaring. The Shire of Mundaring always knew it would be absorbed; I think that is the reality. The shire 
president of Mundaring saw me on Friday night at the Western Australian Local Government Association 
dinner. She quite liked my speech by the way, minister, on Wednesday. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Do you mean Helen Dullard? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes. She said, “Look, one of the things that I really want the minister to understand 
and know is that in all of this process the language is absolutely critical; the language you use and the language 
that is used by the other shire presidents and the councillors and the leaders in those communities.” I think her 
point is very valid, because she said, “I’ve heard already the language of takeover, the language of we’re getting 
you.” That is something that the minister must nip in the bud. Whenever he is talking to any of these ministers, 
leaders, mayors and shire presidents, he needs to make sure right at the outset that he nips in the bud this 
language of, “We’re getting taken over. We’re getting taken.” It is damaging language, as that language sets the 
tone for the process as it will continue over the next 18 months to two years. It is very dangerous, particularly for 
a shire like Mundaring which has its own unique qualities. Mundaring has a valued rural aspect, traditional 
horticultural pursuits and beautiful natural bushland. The view of many of the residents of Mundaring is that they 
want to protect their bushland entity. At the moment, many of them believe that that will be best protected by 
having their own council entity. It is probably the same in Lesmurdie or Kalamunda, Minister for Planning. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: They are the hill folk. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: They are, and good on them! There is nothing wrong with those people seeking to 
maintain the lifestyle, spirit and identity they chose. Many of the people who live in the hills, many of the people 
who choose to live in Sawyers Valley, down across through Mundaring shire and out towards the Lakes Road 
area choose to live there because of the natural attributes that locality provides.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: And that won’t change.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Ah! It will change if this language of takeover and “we’re going to get you” and then 
the sense that they are going to then be forgotten continues. That is what they are worried about. They are 
worried about what will happen to them if the City of Swan takes over. They are already hearing language about 
being taken over, and that in its own sense highlights whether or not they are still valued. That is a real task for 
the minister in this whole process, because the language is already being misused and the minister has a 
responsibility to nip it in the bud. 

I want go into the minister’s own territory—Serpentine Jarrahdale. I am sure the minister is aware of this, but it 
is a real concern for me as a citizen of the regions. There was no smirking this time. I usually say that, and 
people say that I am not in the regions; I am—I am in the Peel region. The Peel region is currently configured 
with five local governments: Serpentine Jarrahdale; Boddington; the Shire of Murray; the Shire of Waroona; and 
the City of Mandurah. The minister’s maps excise the Shire of Serpentine Jarrahdale, if he is intending, as the 
map shows, to amalgamate it with the City of Armadale. The minister will be, with the stroke of a pen, directly 
threatening the viability of the Peel region. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: No, I’m not. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, the minister is. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: No, I’m not. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, the minister is. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: SJ is in the MRS already. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No! Yes, but the minister is taking it out of the Peel region. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: No, I’m not. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, the minister is.  
Mr A.J. Simpson: No, I’m not; it’s under an act.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Okay. 
Mr A.J. Simpson: I can’t take it out! It’s under an act! So, SJ stays in the Peel region. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I want to get this on Hansard. I want to ask the minister a direct question.  
Mr A.J. Simpson: Yes. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: If the minister amalgamates the entirety of the Shire of Serpentine Jarrahdale with 
Armadale — 
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Mr A.J. Simpson: Correct. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: — becoming the City of Armadale — 

Mr A.J. Simpson: Correct. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: — where does that place the now known entity of Serpentine–Jarrahdale with regard 
to the Peel region? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: The location of SJ will still be in the Peel region of that new identity. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No. Okay; will the City of Armadale, therefore, be part of the Peel region?  

Mr A.J. Simpson: It won’t. No, it is because they are not in the Peel region under the act; SJ is. Let us just 
clarify a point: when the new identify is born, you are saying the City of Armadale. That is not for us to pick; 
that is for the community. But the part of it that is the location of SJ will still remain the Peel region, because it is 
under an act of Parliament in the Peel region.  

Dr A.D. Buti: It won’t make sense; how can you do that?  

Mr A.J. Simpson: How can I do it? When I move boundaries of local government, the police boundaries stay in, 
all those planning documents stay in and MRS boundaries stay in. I cannot change that; they are acts of 
Parliament. All I am moving is the local government boundary.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The act that sets up the Peel Development Commission region clearly defines the 
local government areas. 
Mr A.J. Simpson: The local government boundary of SJ.  
Dr A.D. Buti: But it won’t be a local government boundary! 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It will not have a local government boundary because the minister has created a new 
one.  
Mr A.J. Simpson: It will still have a location boundary. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No, but the minister has created a new council entity. 
Mr A.J. Simpson: Yes. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Of course, the City of Armadale might want to come into the Peel region because it 
will be eligible for royalties for regions. 
Dr A.D. Buti: If we get more money! 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: There is one example. 

Dr A.D. Buti: We’ll be there—don’t worry about that! We’ll be there straightaway! 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The minister had better very clearly clarify this. As the minister is in an answering 
mood—I like it when he is—I want to put this to him: has the minister given a briefing to his party members 
with regard to the future of other regional centres outside the metropolitan area, with proposals for them to be 
amalgamated? 
Mr A.J. Simpson: Out of the metropolitan area?  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, out of the metropolitan area—so non–metropolitan area councils. Did the 
minister have a briefing a few weeks back — 

Mr A.J. Simpson: No. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: — during which the minister talked about places like the City of Mandurah and the 
City of Bunbury? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: No. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The minister has not had any meetings? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: No. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No discussions?  

Mr A.J. Simpson: No. We are working on metropolitan reform at the moment. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I ask the minister whether there is any proposal by him to amalgamate the City of 
Mandurah and the Shire of Murray?  

Mr A.J. Simpson: Would you like that to happen? 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am asking the question. I will tell the minister why. I am going to be totally up-front 
with him: because if that protects the City of Mandurah and keeps it out of the metropolitan area, I would 
entertain it. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: Oh! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Quite honestly, I would entertain it. Because if the government’s intention is to 
absorb the City of Mandurah into the metropolitan area—is that an intention of the minister? 
Mr J.E. McGrath: That’s where you should be! 
Mr A.J. Simpson: I think the Minister for Planning might want to answer that one; it’s an MRS boundary. You 
need to talk to the Minister for Planning. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No, it is not an MRS boundary. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: Put the appeal in to the MRS. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No, but Mandurah is not in the MRS.  
Mr A.J. Simpson: That is why you need to talk to him.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am asking you as the Minister for Local Government. 
Mr A.J. Simpson: I have no plans at the moment to merge Murray.   
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: At the moment? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: At the moment. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I hope the minister does not have to retract that in a few months’ time, but anyway. 
Does the minister not believe that Mandurah and Murray should amalgamate? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: If they want to come to me with a proposal, I will look at it. I think there is an opportunity 
there that we need to address. I think it’s something that has to be looked at.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Will the minister force them? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: It is an interesting point at the moment, member, because I have to deal with the metropolitan 
area. I am dealing with the Robson report, and that is where I am focusing my attention at the moment.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Let us go further south to the Bunburian territory of my very good friend the member 
for Bunbury. We share many similar views, the minister might be surprised to know.  

Mr G.M. Castrilli interjected.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: We do. 

As the Premier has continuously pushed support for a forced amalgamation of the four entities that make up the 
Greater Bunbury area—namely, the Shire of Harvey, or that section of the Shire of Harvey that takes in 
Australind I think it is; the Shire of Dardanup; and the Shire of Capel. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: I think the City of Bunbury is at a cusp in life where it’s about to be taken over in growth by 
Busselton, including Bunbury as a city. I think something has to be moved around there and looked at, but at the 
moment we are still trying to focus on the metropolitan area. But I think if you were in Bunbury, you’d have to 
be concerned about the growth and where it’s going to be in the future.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Has the Premier said to you that the next line of council amalgamations will be major 
regional centres? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: I think as a whole, the regional centres need to be looked at. I spent three days out in the 
wheatbelt over the winter break, did 16 local governments and had a chat with them all. I think there is some 
room for movement out there, but we have to do some modelling around it and have a look at what is the best 
way to come up with the best model.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: Do you think there could be a better arrangement in the Bunbury region than we currently have, 
considering the growth in the area and the fragmentation?  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I would be very interested in what the people of Bunbury think about that, honestly. 
This is the point I have about Mandurah, and this is why I get angry in this place whenever people sort of make 
assumptions that we are part of the metropolitan area, like my good friend the member for South Perth. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: It’s where you should be. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No.  
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Mr J.E. McGrath: You should be with us. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No; the member for South Perth is making an assumption. We have never been 
asked. The first people who should be asked about whether or not they see themselves as a part of the 
metropolitan area or as a regional city centre are the people who live there. If the member for South Perth does 
not make an assumption about my community, I will not make an assumption about his. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: Fair enough. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I have lived there for 26 years, and quite frankly there is a very strong sense of 
regional city identity. The argument we have always put down there is that we see ourselves in the same sort of 
entity as Geelong from Melbourne. People would not say that Geelong was part of Melbourne; they would 
probably get killed if they did that. Geelong has its own identity and a big population. It is connected by a rail 
network and it is connected by a major freeway system. Geelong has huge connections to Melbourne with people 
commuting to and from work, but it is Geelong! It is not a southern, south-eastern, or south-western suburb of 
Melbourne. Why? Because the people who live in Geelong have a very strong sense of identity of who they are! 
Do not go and assume that just because they live 84 kilometres away—I think it is, Geelong from Melbourne’s 
CBD—similar to the distance from Mandurah to Perth, that they think they are part of the metropolitan area. Nor 
assume that people have the right to tell them that they are part of the metropolitan area. We will decide!  

The biggest debate we should have in Mandurah is: who do we see ourselves as? We are being wedged even 
more now between what I call the rock and a hard place. The rock is Bunbury because everyone looks over 
Mandurah to Bunbury as the second biggest regional centre in Western Australia, and it is not, by population. 
Mandurah is the biggest regional centre outside of Perth. Fact! So they all look over the top. The hard place is 
Perth because we are a bit too close to Perth; if we were probably 10 or 15 kays further from Perth, we would not 
have such a struggle all the time.  

All I am saying to the Minister for Local Government is that when he is looking at his maps, he must talk to the 
people. The first thing we have to make up our mind on is, in fact, answering the question that the member for 
South Perth imposes on members. He has given me his view, but we need to be the first ones to be consulted. We 
actually need to make up our mind. I have always wanted to do a survey. We probably should do one, and I think 
the council should do it, but it should ask the people: what do you see yourselves as? One of the problems I have 
with Mandurah going into the metropolitan area is that we will lose our identity; we will become a hinterland 
suburb and will miss out on a whole range of services because we will become an outer metropolitan suburb. It 
would destroy the Mandurah–Peel region. I am sorry to say to the minister that the Peel region is in tenuous 
circumstances. Even if someone were to argue that Mandurah would still have the locality—not the local 
government, but the locality—of Serpentine and Jarrahdale as part of it, I cannot see that being argued. The 
minister will have to convince me of that.  

I need to stop because I know there are other members who wish to speak, including the member representing 
South Park, the member for Victoria Park, who wants to speak in a minute. I know other people wish to speak 
and I do need to finish, but I will come back to the G7. I am glad the Premier, as the architect of the G7, has 
come into the chamber. I know the Premier is copping a lot of flak from his own mayors and whoever down in 
some of those councils. I will honestly tell him what I am surprised about with the G7 because I thought it was a 
bit of an opportunity. For example, I was surprised that the City of Subiaco was not considered to go into the 
City of Perth. Along the same lines, it has very similar attributes that the City of Vincent has with inner-city 
Perth suburbs.  

Ms E. Evangel: You just said before you wouldn’t comment on other people electorates! 

Mr D.A. Templeman: No, no, no, can the member let me finish! I hope the member for Perth gets up because I 
will tell her that she is in a very interesting situation! 

Ms E. Evangel interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Let me just finish. No, no, let me just finish.  

Ms E. Evangel interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Did the member hear what I said? I said that I was surprised, and I will give her an 
example of why I was surprised. This is a very sensitive issue for her. Very sensitive! I am sure the member for 
Perth will have an opportunity to have her say very shortly, but I was surprised that that had not been considered 
if the basis for putting part of Vincent into the City of Perth — 

Ms E. Evangel interjected.  
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member for Perth might just listen before she jumps up there like a startled 
rabbit! If the government is considering that the parts of the City of Vincent that would come into the City of 
Perth were based around issues of density and inner-city living, if we look at Subiaco, the same applies. I was 
surprised; I am not making a judgement—I do not know what the member for Perth had out there in the 
afternoon tea area, but I do not think it is agreeing with her. That said, I was just surprised because the basis 
upon where the government took the section of Vincent could be attributed to why we could argue that the City 
of Subiaco could have gone in. I was just a bit surprised.  

I will turn to what is known as the G7. I know that some shire presidents were not happy with my speech last 
Wednesday; they said I should have been a bit tougher and more aggressive and come out and kicked the 
minister harder.  

Several members interjected.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Well, I did not think I did, did I? I was quite amicable. Anyway, they were quite 
critical about my speech; they wanted a bit of blood. My view about the G7 is that most of the people who live in 
those G7 communities are probably not going to be like the people of Vincent; that is, standing up and strongly 
arguing about their community of interest. I do not know whether huge vast crowds of a thousand-plus people, 
like they got in the town of Vincent last week, will turn up like in Fremantle. Fremantle might be one of the ones 
where there will be strong community submissions to the review by the board, but to be honest, I do not think 
that will happen with the G7. It will be probably for a variety of reasons, but I do not think it will happen.  

I note the minister will have an interesting process unfolding before him in the next month or so with the 
deadline of 4 October. He needs to consider some very serious matters in terms of what he is seeking to achieve, 
particularly some of those matters I have raised about community of interest and what seem like some fairly 
arbitrary drawings of some of the boundaries from some of the examples I have given him. We will be actively 
participating in the debate and looking at the sort of submissions that the various entities have put forward.  

I will just finish on the language issue. I really am serious about that. I think it is very important that the 
language that is used, particularly for those councils that the minister is proposing to merge and therefore lose in 
terms of the council name, for example—that may seem petty or small, but those sorts of things about identity 
are very important to community. Therefore, I think he needs to nip it in the bud when he talks to the leaders of 
all the councils about what this all means for them in terms of the final outcome.  

I know that the member for Victoria Park and other members on the opposition side have some comments, and I 
will be very interested to hear the comments by the member for Perth. I was hoping that the Speaker will take the 
chair and make some comments if he is indeed allowed to comment about Mount Lawley because there are some 
very significant issues for Mount Lawley in the current map boundaries that the minister has presented.  

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [4.48 pm]: I would like to make a brief contribution to the debate on this 
motion. The electorate of Cannington overlaps two local government areas. On the eastern side, it overlaps two 
suburbs, Langford and Beckenham, and it also overlaps a tiny bit of the suburb of Thornlie, all of which are in 
the City of Gosnells. All the other suburbs fall into the City of Canning. The Robson review made two separate 
recommendations about the area that I represent and the surrounding areas. The first recommendation was to 
amalgamate the cities of Canning and Gosnells and call it Cannington. The other was to make some boundary 
adjustments to both councils and still amalgamate effectively the two councils and also call it Cannington. What 
has happened is the government has taken a third option. The government is proposing to shave off the north-
western part of the residential areas to the combined Victoria Park–South Perth council, give the industrial area 
in Welshpool to the Belmont–Kalamunda amalgamation, and give some high-value residential suburbs west of 
Vahland Avenue to the combined Melville–Fremantle–East Fremantle council.  

I want to bring to the attention of the Minister for Local Government one odd boundary that is directly related to 
my area. The government is intending that the boundary between Canning–Gosnells and South Park will be 
Leach Highway. That will split the suburb of Wilson in two. I have asked the residents’ association whether it 
has an opinion on that, and it has not come back to me yet. As I said, it can have three opinions. It can say, “Yes, 
but so what?”; it can say, “We all want to be together, but in South Park”; or it can say, “Yes, we all want to be 
together, but stay in Canning–Gosnells”. I draw that to the minister’s attention. I personally do not mind which 
way it goes, and it does not affect our boundaries, of course. I am yet to hear back from the residents’ association 
about its view, and obviously whatever view it takes I will support. But it does not seem sensible to split that 
suburb in half. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: That is a good point.   

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The shaving off of Welshpool will have a negative impact on the residents of Canning–
Gosnells. The reason is that is industrial land. As the minister would understand, the industrial land will be an 
important part of the finances of the combined cities. There has for years been an argument with the City of 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 14 August 2013] 

 p3412b-3431a 
Mr Bill Johnston; Mr Ben Wyatt; Mr Dave Kelly; Ms Eleni Evangel; Mr Roger Cook 

 [10] 

Gosnells, because it does not have much industrial land, whereas the City of Canning is lucky to have two large 
bits of industrial land. I can see why, if a bunch of bureaucrats were sitting in an office, they could say, “Wow! If 
we draw the line along Orrong Road, that will help Kalamunda–Belmont.” But of course the impact will be on 
our residents, and potentially that will mean higher rates for the people who live in the balance of Canning–
Gosnells. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: It provided a logical boundary. That is why that was suggested. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: There is logic in every boundary, is there not, minister? We can build an argument 
about any boundary. The point I am making is about the impact of drawing the boundary along Orrong Road, 
because that will mean higher rates for the people who live in Canning–Gosnells. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Not necessarily, because they are getting the Canning Vale industrial area. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: They already have that. That is good for the Gosnells residents. For the residents in 
Canning, which comprises seven of the nine suburbs in my electorate, guess what, minister? They will lose the 
benefit of that industrial land. I will get to the question about Canning–Gosnells in a moment. I just want to draw 
everyone’s attention to that.  

The next issue that I want to draw to the minister’s attention is the cash reserves of the City of Canning. The City 
of Canning has quite a good level of cash reserves. I think $51 million was the budgeted position from 2012–13. 
I do not know what the actual figure is, because it has not tabled its annual report yet and will not do that for a 
couple of months. Part of the highest-value residential land—not the industrial land—will go from the City of 
Canning to the City of Melville. The City of Melville is not in my electorate. I do not represent its interests at all. 
I am not so concerned that the City of Canning will be cut up and some given to the City of Melville, but I would 
not want the City of Canning’s cash reserves to be handed to the City of Melville, which of course has had a 
particular history. It invested in Lehman Brothers before the collapse. We have all been following that case 
through the courts, and the council has had some success in trying to recover its moneys. But one way or 
another, the City of Melville was not as conservative as the City of Canning, and I would hate to see it be 
rewarded out of those reserves.  

The history of the City of Canning is that the services provided to people who live south of the Canning River 
has been much superior to the services provided to people who live north of the Canning River. That has been 
one of those continual conflicts inside the City of Canning and was one of the reasons that led to Joe Delle 
Donne running for mayor, because he effectively represented the people who live north of the Canning River, 
which is most of my constituents. To the credit of Joe Delle Donne, he delivered the Leisureplex at Cannington.  

The other issue is that the City of Canning has a set of very good plans for improving community facilities in the 
suburbs of Queens Park, Cannington and East Cannington. That started when Joe Delle Donne was mayor and it 
is continuing under Linton Reynolds, the commissioner. The City of Canning also has a very good and well 
supported plan to develop the City of Canning as a strategic centre, as it was one of the strategic centres that was 
identified through the planning process by my good friend the Minister for Planning. I would not want the 
significant cash reserves of the City of Canning to be frittered away from the combined Canning–Gosnells, when 
the City of Canning has put forward these good plans to develop the community facilities that we all want in our 
suburbs. I have been talking to Linton Reynolds about these plans. He has actually just sold 40 blocks in the 
Canning Vale area. He raised some $16 million or $17 million—I cannot remember the exact figure, but 
certainly over $10 million—from the sale of those blocks of land. I would not want the amalgamation process to 
lead to the loss of that money to the City of Canning to pursue those good plans. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: Good point. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: In respect of the City of Gosnells, I have a good relationship with both councils. I do not 
think it is a bad idea to put those two councils together. But there are a couple of caveats to that. The first is that 
the City of Gosnells has been working on the Gosnells town centre for a long time. It has worked very hard, and 
it is now starting to get some traction. It also has a plan for the Maddington redevelopment. I note from the 
documentation on the department’s website that the department acknowledges that the Cannington CBD will be 
the principal activity area, and Maddington will be—I forget the words that are used—a second centre or 
whatever it is called. I would hate to see the combined entity preference Maddington over Cannington, because 
in 20 years’ time, the Cannington developments will be seen as having had the biggest impact on the whole 
metropolitan area. So, again, I hope that the reserves of the City of Canning are not misallocated by the 
combined entity.  

There are a couple of other things that we need to talk about. The first is that the City of Gosnells does not use 
wards. I think that is very bad. I have spoken about this in this chamber, and I have spoken directly to the 
council. The first point is that the voting system for local government of first past the post, or winner takes all, is 
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not a good system of election. The Robson report contains quite a detailed discussion about the fact that Western 
Australia is the only state that uses multimember constituencies with a first-past-the-post voting system. That is a 
suboptimal outcome for residents, because it means they do not have any direct connection to the council. 
Therefore, if we are to amalgamate these two councils, we need to have wards to protect the interests of local 
people.  

I would point out also that Canning–Gosnells will have about 160 000 people after the amalgamation. That is too 
big. This is an area that is growing quite quickly. The community that I represent is actually growing slower than 
the metropolitan average. The City of Gosnells and the City of Canning combined are growing above trend. So 
very soon there will be 200 000 people in the combined city, with only 10 representatives.  

Mr A.J. Simpson: Stirling is the same. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I do not represent the people of Stirling. If the minister wants me to make comment 
about that, I am happy to do it. I am doing the parish pump thing, talking just about my own community. I am 
bringing to the minister’s attention a number of issues that have been raised with me by constituents and that I 
can see as well. Councillors will have to represent 20 000 people. I represent 23 000 people, and I know my 
workload. Councillors need to stick to their knitting; they need to do the job they are asked to do, not a different 
job. There is no question that it will be much harder to provide genuine feedback in a city of 200 000 people with 
only 10 councillors. 

Mr A.J. Simpson interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: There are about 42 000 people in my electorate, so, yes, I understand that. But one way 
or another, it is still an awful lot of people for a part-time person to represent. 

Mr A.J. Simpson interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is the problem, because the moment that we start paying councillors more, they 
stop doing the job we want them to do, which is to represent the community and the suburb-by-suburb and 
street-by-street issues. 

Ms R. Saffioti: You’re politicising it. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, it becomes politicised; there is no question about that. People become motivated 
for different reasons. 

Ms R. Saffioti: Exactly, and the Liberal Party will take them all over, I suspect. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It has already taken over the City of Gosnells. 

My final issue, because I know the member for South Park wants to speak straight after me — 

Mr A.J. Simpson interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: They have combined now—there is South Park 1 and South Park 2. 

The final issue is that the Labor Party has been very clear: we do not support forced amalgamations. If the plan is 
so good, put it to the people. They will support it if it is a good idea; they will reject it only if it is not a good 
idea. If the government is so proud of it and thinks it is such a good idea, let the people decide. What is wrong 
with that? I do not understand why the government would be frightened of that. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [5.01 pm]: I, too, rise to make some comments on this motion. I commence 
by following up on some comments made by the member for Cannington about splitting the suburb of Wilson 
down Leach Highway. I share those comments of the member for Cannington. It is unusual. Wilson used to be in 
my electorate but it is no longer in my electorate; it is in the electorate of the member for Cannington. I will be 
interested in the response of Wilson residents and ratepayers. Although I appreciate that Leach Highway may 
appear to be a formidable boundary along which to split a local government authority, the government is 
splitting a community. The minister has nodded to me and to the member for Cannington that that is something 
that he will look at, and it is important that he does so. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: It’s the job of the advisory board to look at those sorts of anomalies. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is also the responsibility of the Parliament of Western Australia, of course, in light of the 
fact that local governments are creatures of statute and therefore are ultimately responsible to members, not just 
to a delegated panel of unelected people. 

This is quite a useful conversation. It is disappointing that the conversation did not take place prior to the 
election. The fundamental point that I think the member for Mandurah made in his contribution earlier today is 
that prior to the election, both the Premier and the local member, as the minister was at the time, said exactly the 
opposite of what they are saying now. Despite the Premier’s talk about being bold and brave in making all these 
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decisions about local government reform, the true test of leadership and character is what they say prior to an 
election in the heat of an election campaign. I will give an example. John Howard was not necessarily my cup of 
tea, but I admired the fact that he took the GST to an election. He had the gumption to take it to an election and 
try to achieve a mandate for GST reform. That is what he did. He was honest. The government has not been 
honest on this point, and that is the issue that the opposition objects to. Our position has always been that we do 
not oppose amalgamations. It is up to communities to make those decisions. What is frustrating for me and for 
the member for South Perth is that in our areas, the Town of Victoria Park and the City of South Perth were 
engaging in very productive discussions on a merger to come together as one local government authority, which 
I hope will not be called “South Park”, and I am sure that the member for South Perth agrees. In light of the 
importance of the Swan and Canning Rivers that surround our areas, a good Aboriginal name should take the 
place of South Perth and Victoria Park in the event that that is the outcome. 

Although two local governments were working together collaboratively, that process was undermined when part 
of the peninsula and a significant portion of the revenue base of one of those local governments were taken 
away. That makes the future financial sustainability of the two merged entities doubtful, and I know the member 
for South Perth also has some concerns about that. Concern has also been created about the rate increases that 
clearly will be required if those two local governments are to continue with their plans for their communities. I 
know what the minister is going to say; he needs to give me a moment to deal with some things and then he can 
interject. The synergies that are achieved from joining two administrations will not make up that difference. If 
the government could get those savings when Synergy and Verve are merged, power prices would go down, but 
we know that that will not happen. The government runs very contrary arguments about the synergies of merging 
the administrations of the power utilities on the one hand and of merging the administrations of local government 
authorities on the other. 

One of the frustrations is that, in creating that funny little boundary on the peninsula, the minister has taken the 
ratepayers out of the Town of Victoria Park and put them into the City of South Perth in the desire to create 
some super City of Perth, but he has left the ratepayers of South Perth and Victoria Park—my people and the 
member for South Perth’s people—with the cost associated with the stadium and Crown Perth. The cost of 
accessing those significant assets will now fall on us, member for South Perth, while the revenue benefit will go 
to the City of Perth. I know what will happen. The Perth parking levy will then be applied to the new boundaries 
of the City of Perth, which means that Crown may well start charging for parking to recoup the nearly $700 per 
bay it is charged—and it has thousands of bays. I cannot see Crown wearing that. There will be parking issues, 
with people parking in Lathlain, East Victoria Park and Burswood to access Crown Perth. Parking issues will be 
created without the benefit of the revenue. That is my objection. The Mayor of the Town of Victoria Park, 
Trevor Vaughan, has made that point. There will need to be a one-off rate increase of 15 per cent for that area in 
Victoria Park if the local government authority is to continue with its current plans. The rates in the area of the 
City of Canning that will come into the merged entity are already significantly lower than the rates in South 
Perth and Victoria Park. The low socioeconomic area of my electorate will have a significant rate rise in that 
merged entity. I know that the Minister for Local Government will say that the council will get compensation 
because it will get the Welshpool industrial area. The minister has heard the member for Cannington. The 
minister will be creating problems all the way down the line, because he is making the future merged entity 
around Gosnells and Cannington financially unsustainable because that industrial area will be taken out of that 
council area. I know that it is not the minister but the Premier who wants to get the peninsula into the City of 
Perth. 

Crown Perth and the stadium will not live or die or fail or succeed on the basis of which local government 
authority they are in. They are ultimately state assets. Admittedly, Crown is privately owned, but the stadium is a 
state asset. It does not matter which local government area it is in; that will not have an impact on how it is 
managed or on how successful it is. But the local government boundary will have an impact on how positively or 
negatively it impacts on those who live closest to it, and that is the problem I have with the boundaries that the 
minister has drawn, and that is the problem that the member for South Perth’s community members have. I want 
to make the point that the Minister for Local Government had an opportunity—this is the perplexing thing—to 
create boundaries that would have done two things: firstly, they would have satisfied the Mayor of Vincent, 
Alannah MacTiernan. We know that the minister will fold on that, and that ultimately all of the City of Vincent 
will come into the City of Perth. Secondly, they would have satisfied two of the councils that have been doing 
the work that the government wanted; they have been working together to come together. That is what the 
minister has done. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Hang on. The Premier can respond in a minute; I am dealing with the Minister for Local 
Government.  
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That is what the minister could have done. He could have had the City of South Perth and the Town of Victoria 
Park back in his boundaries; that is what he could have done. That is why the member for South Perth is so upset 
by what has been done. That is why the Premier has upset the member for South Perth, and he made that point 
on ABC News on 5 June 2013. Maybe the Premier has always wanted the peninsula in the City of Perth, but the 
member for South Perth said that if the peninsula or part thereof goes into the City of Perth, that will be well and 
good, but that if it happens, there will be no amalgamations on that side of the river. He said that his message to 
the Lord Mayor was that she will have a big fight on her hands. 

The minister could also have assuaged the concerns of one his own members—the member for South Perth, a 
longstanding resident of the South Perth area. The minister could have dealt with his concerns and the concerns 
of the former member for South Perth Phillip Pendal. He raised these issues time and again during debate when 
the then Liberal government originally split up the City of Perth—the exact opposite of what the government is 
doing now. It is worth going back to look at that debate on 9 November 1993. I will quote Mr Pendal. He 
stated — 

I have always believed that natural boundaries such as rivers in themselves should be negated only 
under the most serious circumstances. I do not believe that sufficiently serious circumstances applied to 
Burswood to warrant the stroke of a pen moving Burswood from the south side of the river into what 
will be the new City of Perth. 

The then member for South Perth continued on that theme. I have tagged all the points where he made that 
point—that, of course, the peninsula should stay south of the river. Natural boundaries are obvious examples. 
The City of South Perth has also expressed its consternation in a letter to me from the chief executive officer 
dated 31 July 2013; no doubt it also went to the member for South Perth as well and probably to the minister. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: Which chief executive officer? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Cliff Frewing. 

Mr J.E. McGrath interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No; I do not know who that person is. Cliff Frewing wrote to me on 31 July and his letter 
stated, in part — 

The recent announcement by the Minister for Local Government that the two Local Governments will 
be amalgamated without the Casino is particularly disappointing and is not justified. There is no point 
in making the City of Perth more financially sustainable at the expense of the Town of Victoria Park. 
The City has issued a number of media releases and these are attached for your information.  

This is the CEO of the City of South Perth. He understands; we do not need to make the City of Perth more 
financially sustainable to the detriment of South Perth and Victoria Park. I went through and had a look at the 
media statements that were attached to his letter; they were put out by the City of South Perth. One is in a 
question and answer format, in respect of the proposed new local government area. It asks: how does the city feel 
about the loss of Crown casino and the new Perth stadium? The answer given is that the loss of Crown casino to 
the City of Perth is contradictory to the state government’s own guiding principles for sustainable local 
government, which provide that natural boundaries are the basis for determining local government areas, and that 
there is no boundary more natural than the Swan River. 

That is exactly right; the minister says he has been going through consultations, yet the results contradict his own 
policy statements. The media release goes on to say that the loss of revenue resulting from the move of Crown 
casino to the City of Perth will significantly reduce capacity to deliver essential services and facilities, to the 
disadvantage of the community of South Perth. 

I know that the minister wants to create a wonderful City of Perth, but he has not brought about local 
government reform; he has said, “Let’s create the City of Perth that we want, and then we’ll see what’s left 
over.” He has got it around the wrong way. The document continues with a number of questions; not all of them 
are relevant to this particular debate, but the final question in the media release asks whether there is anything 
else to add, to which the answer given is that the potential impact of the land grab by the City of Perth cannot be 
overemphasised, and that under the proposed arrangement, the City of Perth will enjoy the rates revenue, 
increased status, and promotional benefits of Crown casino and the new Perth stadium, while the services 
required for the increased activity from these venues, including traffic management, noise and people 
movements will be the responsibility of the new local government entity. 

The member for South Perth is nodding his head at me in agreement; that is the key. The minister is giving the 
City of South Perth the revenue but leaving the financial responsibility with whatever is left, whether it is the 
Town of Victoria Park in its current form, or whatever form the merged entity will take. 
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I would now like to read an email that I received from a constituent while I was sitting here, waiting to speak, 
regarding the merger of Victoria Park and South Perth. I think it reflects nicely the concerns that I have been 
receiving, and no doubt the member for South Perth has as well. The letter was addressed to me and to Trevor 
Vaughan, the Mayor of Victoria Park. The constituent says that he is concerned about Mr Barnett’s push to 
amalgamate the Victoria Park and South Perth councils. He says that he is an owner–occupier residing in 
Victoria Park who has enjoyed the style of governance provided by the Town of Victoria Park. He then outlines 
some of his concerns, and asks whether the current consultative approach of the Victoria Park council be 
maintained, and what the impacts will be on land and water rate costs; that is a good question, because they are 
going to go up. He goes on to say that homeowners living in the South Perth catchment currently pay 
substantially higher rates that those of Victoria Park homeowners, and asks whether that means an increase in 
rates costs for Victoria Park property owners. He also asks who will decide on the name of the amalgamated 
councils, interestingly enough; hopefully, that is something that the member for Victoria Park will get to decide. 
Another of his concerns is about relocating the Burswood complex from Victoria Park to the City of Perth — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Have a contest. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Did the Premier say, “Have a contest”? That is a good idea; we should have done it for 
Elizabeth Quay. The constituent asks whether homeowners and residents across both councils will be consulted 
as a collective about their opinions and concerns. No, they will not be consulted because it is, quite simply, going 
to be as ordered. The constituent’s letter concludes by asking whether local residents can be assured that the 
financial input of the Burswood group—by which I assume he means Crown—will be maintained and used in 
the upkeep costs of the Victoria Park foreshore and surrounds, and whether the associated moneys will be 
reduced by the filtering-off of funds to other public facilities located in the City of Perth. I have not yet 
responded to this constituent, but I will do so in quite some detail, as members will appreciate. 

The member for Mandurah spent some time focusing on the fact—I mentioned this at the beginning of my short 
speech—that the problem we have is that what was said before the election runs completely against the position 
taken after the election. That has been exacerbated by the fact that the government is removing the Dadour 
amendment that would create the opportunity for local communities to vote on whether they want to merge. 
After hearing the commentary by the minister, the government and other groups, one would think that the 
government is doing this because of chronic red tape and the inefficiencies that exist in local governments. 
Interestingly, neither the Red Tape Reduction Group nor Putting the Public First recommended this at all; it did 
not appear. I looked at the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia’s most recent 
Commonwealth Bank–CCI survey of business expectations; I thought that if there were problems for the 
business community in respect of all these boundaries, then surely the CCI would highlight that point. However, 
its December quarter 2012 survey usefully included something that does not normally appear in its surveys—a 
feature question on priority issues for 2013, which highlighted that local government regulation was the number 
one priority for two per cent of CCI members. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: Very important! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Very important—two per cent of CCI members identified that as a number one priority. The 
percentage of members that even included it in their top three priorities was seven per cent, so clearly, the CCI 
does not see this as an issue of red-tape problems and difficulty in doing business, so why is the government 
going back on the position it publicly took to the election? The justification is not there. Don Randall, down in 
the electorate of Canning, is right; members should not say after an election, “I don’t care what we said before an 
election, this is what we’re going to do”, without explaining to people why. Mr Randall, the federal member for 
Canning, is right; that sort of arrogance and hubris will ultimately bring this government unstuck.  

I will conclude with the comments I made at the beginning. The minister had an opportunity in South Perth and 
Victoria Park to bring pretty much everyone on board. Although most of my constituents, I think, would prefer 
to stay within the existing Victoria Park boundaries, most people would reasonably consider the idea of merging 
with the City of South Perth. But the minister has caused consternation and angst and put the member for South 
Perth in a terrible position. If he is to have credibility on the issue, he will now have to vote against the 
legislation when it is introduced into Parliament. The minister has put him in a terrible position because, as the 
member for South Perth knows, amalgamation is not sustainable for South Perth and Victoria Park if the 
peninsula is removed. To the detriment of the people of not only my electorate, but also those of the member for 
South Perth’s electorate, what could have been an opportunity is now a lost opportunity.  

MR D.J. KELLY (Bassendean) [5.20 pm]: I rise to make a few comments on this debate. My electorate of 
Bassendean has three councils, the Town of Bassendean, the City of Bayswater and the City of Swan—all good 
councils. The position the Labor Party took to the election was that we did not support forced amalgamations. 
Into the election that position was shared by the government. The difference is that post the election, as with 
many other issues, the government has done a complete about face. We are now in a position in which, yet again, 
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the government said one thing before the election and is doing something completely different after the election. 
It has done it in a way that has upset a lot of councils. Much has been said about the process. I want to draw the 
attention of the chamber to a comment made by one member of the government, not in this chamber but in the 
upper house, in the last couple of days that typifies the attitude some government members have towards some 
local councils. In the upper house the other night, Hon Helen Morton described the Town of Bassendean as a 
basket case. Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson was speaking about this issue in the Legislative Council and by 
interjection, Hon Helen Morton said that it was a basket case. A lot of things can be said in this debate but I 
cannot see any justification, by any measure, for the Town of Bassendean being called a basket case. The Town 
of Bassendean is a well-run, viable local authority, with a hardworking group of councillors and a hardworking 
mayor in John Gangell. I was staggered that any member of the government, especially a cabinet minister, would 
describe, in the upper house or anywhere else, the Town of Bassendean as a basket case. It is no wonder that the 
Town of Bassendean is not happy with what the Minister for Local Government has done.  

That council in particular feels as though it has not been listened to in this debate because not only has it been 
called names, but also its wishes have been completely ignored in the decisions made by this government. The 
Town of Bassendean has not sat on its hands in the face of a government agenda that was clearly to reduce the 
number of councils. The Town of Bassendean’s preference, and I suspect the preference of most residents in the 
town of Bassendean, is to stay as an independent entity. But the council saw the writing on the wall and read the 
tea leaves and predicted that, notwithstanding the government’s position that there would be no forced 
amalgamations, but that when push came to shove, it would be pushed into an amalgamation of one shape or 
another. Rather than sit on its hands, for months the Town of Bassendean has been putting a lot of resources and 
effort into working with the City of Swan on their voluntary amalgamation, and the City of Swan has seen eye to 
eye with the Town of Bassendean on that issue. It has been a collaborative approach. The Bassendean council 
felt that if staying as a separate entity would not be permitted by this government, its submission was to have a 
voluntary, cooperative amalgamation between the Town of Bassendean and the City of Swan. It was a joint 
submission. I think they met with the minister a number of times and put their case; they met jointly with him, 
then with the City of Swan and the minister, and put their point of view. Let us be frank, there will be forced 
amalgamations. That is the way they see it and everyone else sees it. Not only will there be forced 
amalgamations, but also the Town of Bassendean will be forced to amalgamate not with the City of Swan, but 
with the City of Bayswater. From my perspective, that is not a slight on the City of Bayswater. My point is that 
two councils have been working for months on a collaborative amalgamation, yet the government has decided 
for some reason that I suspect is completely unclear to everyone, that voluntary amalgamation between Swan 
and Bassendean will not happen; Bassendean will be required to amalgamate with Bayswater. It does not make 
sense. If the minister asked Bassendean why it wants to amalgamate with Swan and not the City of Bayswater, 
he would find out that it has its reasons, which we can debate, but which seem to me to be completely 
reasonable. The Town of Bassendean believes that it has a much stronger historical link with the City of Swan. It 
was originally West Guildford, and Guildford proper is part of Swan, so there are strong historical links between 
what is now the Town of Bassendean and Guildford. It makes sense to Bassendean to maintain those links. It has 
strong historical connections with not only Guildford, but also the Swan Valley. Bassendean originally housed 
many of the workers from the Midland railway workshops, so there is that long historical link. The Town of 
Bassendean currently has its own town depot, which would be retained under amalgamation with Swan.  

The Bayswater depot and the Town of Bassendean depot are very close together so there is a fear that if the 
amalgamation is with Bayswater, the community of Bassendean will lose its depot and, therefore, lose one of the 
economic drivers in the town centre.  

I know the minister has probably heard this before but I would not mind if he listened to it again.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Minister!  

Mr D.J. KELLY: That is all right; I get that. Amalgamations will not affect the Town of Bunbury yet. 

The administration building in Bassendean is in the main town centre of Bassendean on Old Perth Road. Under 
the negotiated amalgamation with the City of Swan, the administration centre, or a form of it, would remain in 
Old Perth Road. There is a concern that that may well be lost with an amalgamation with Bayswater. The 
minister might ask why that is important. Old Perth Road is a real gem in the metropolitan area, but it has 
suffered from a range of economic circumstances. If we take out the depot, we take out the local government 
centre, then that centre will continue to struggle. With those economic drivers in Old Perth Road, it has the 
potential to become another thriving shopping centre within the metropolitan area, and a very desirable place for 
people to live. It is that desire to see and protect the development of that natural town centre in Bassendean that 
makes amalgamation with Swan a much more sensible option to the people of Bassendean and the council. The 
Swan District Football Club is based in Bassendean. Its region is covered by the City of Swan, not Bayswater.  
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There are a range of reasons why the Town of Bassendean believes that it is best served by amalgamation with 
the City of Swan. The City of Swan fully supports an amalgamation but for some reason the minister has decided 
that the Town of Bassendean must be forced to amalgamate with Bayswater. 

I ask the government to look again at this issue. It is clearly a broken promise; forcing Bassendean to go one way 
when it wants to go the other is clearly not what the government said before the election. The government has 
even made threats that if councils do not cooperate, commissioners will be put in. It is completely unacceptable 
to treat the Town of Bassendean in that fashion, given that throughout the whole process it has cooperated and 
endeavoured to achieve what the government wants to achieve; that is, a reduction in the number of councils. 

I am not sure whether there is a ray of hope in what looks otherwise to be a fairly bleak outlook for the Town of 
Bassendean but I was interested to hear of the Premier’s comments today that he was flexible on the boundaries 
of the local government amalgamations. I understand that he made the comment that he would not stand in the 
way of an amalgamation between the whole of the City of Vincent and the City of Perth if both councils agreed. 
Maybe I am being too optimistic, but the whole of the Town of Bassendean and the whole of the City of Swan 
agree that they should be able to conduct a voluntary amalgamation. If the Premier is happy to be flexible on 
boundaries and will not stand in the way of a voluntary amalgamation between the whole of Vincent—I can see 
the member for Perth nodding; sweating and nodding at the same time. If the views of residents in the City of 
Vincent are listened to and respected, why not listen to and respect the views of the residents of Bassendean? 
Are they not equally as important? It is not good enough, and I have to say the Premier used the word 
“patronising” earlier today. It is not good enough and it is pretty patronising for the Premier to say, “When the 
amalgamated entities are finally drawn the residents can decide what the names are going to be.” Let the 
residents decide what the names are going to be but do not listen to their wishes. The name, while not 
insignificant, is not the main game; the boundaries and the wishes of the community are the main game.  
I ask the minister and the government not to patronise the residents in the Town of Bassendean by saying they 
can have a say. I do not know what an amalgamation between the Town of Bassendean and the City of 
Bayswater would be called, other than a forced amalgamation; but that is not really an appropriate name for a 
local government. 
Mr R.H. Cook: Bassenwater. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: Bassenwater. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Swan Districts. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: Swan Districts. What would it be called? It is not good enough to say the residents can have a 
say in the name but not in the substance. I am being optimistic today; if it is good enough for the government to 
listen to the people of the City of Vincent, we say listen to the views of the Town of Bassendean. 
MS E. EVANGEL (Perth) [5.34 pm]: The minister’s announcement a couple of weeks ago about the local 
government amalgamations and proposed boundaries has sparked some really good discussion in this chamber. I 
think that all members have received an astounding amount of commentary from our constituents, including me 
as the member for Perth. I am pleased to report that approximately 99 per cent of my correspondents are not 
against the amalgamation process; they see the socioeconomic benefits of the amalgamation process and that 
reducing 30 councils down to 14 is a result my electorate seems to support. The issue with us is that a divisive 
line has been drawn down the centre of the City of Vincent. My electorate is a combination of the City of Perth 
and the City of Vincent. The City of Vincent identifies as a truly inner-city local government. I agree with the 
member for Mandurah when he earlier referred to the way people identify themselves with their local 
governments. When families and individuals purchase in areas such as Mount Hawthorn, North Perth and 
Leederville—where I reside—they decide to live in these areas because they are consciously choosing an inner-
city lifestyle. These are the kind of emails I have been receiving from my electorate; the residents identify as an 
inner-city local government and it makes good sense that the City of Vincent be completely amalgamated with 
the City of Perth.  

I am extremely proud of my City of Vincent constituents. Only last Saturday, there were 1 200 people rallying 
together in Angove Street—which is a vibrant hub with cafes and restaurants, and 24/7 activity. There were over 
1 200 people there lobbying — 
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Members! 

Ms E. EVANGEL: Over 1 200 people gathered together with the shared cause of wanting to amalgamate 
completely with the City of Perth. It was a really wonderful display of unity. Three or four of the local residents 
stood up and gave some amazing and wonderful reasons why they believe that Vincent should be fully 
amalgamated with the City of Perth. 
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I know the minister has had lots of discussions with mayors and the decision to split Vincent down the middle 
was a difficult one. It is unfortunate that in the minister’s discussions with the City of Stirling it did not come out 
and say it wanted to amalgamate with Vincent. I do not know why, because I see the City of Vincent as one of 
the most fantastic local governments in the world and who would not want it. We are still waiting for the City of 
Perth to come out and say that it wants us. It must be very difficult for the minister to come to some form of 
conclusion when Vincent seems to be unwanted. I can see how the minister just went directly down the line and 
split Vincent between the two local governments that have not yet said that they want us.  

I can understand how difficult it was, but there are many good, solid, economic and social reasons why Vincent 
belongs with the City of Perth. I will go through a few of these reasons and try to summarise a few of the main 
themes coming through from the literally hundreds, if not thousands, of emails I have received. Some of the 
common themes are the idea of identity and character. One of the strongest themes is that Vincent identifies as 
an inner-city local government. I have made reference to Mandurah, which has its own local identity too. The 
second reason is that many Vincent residents walk, ride or catch public transport to their workplaces in the city. 
The third reason is that Vincent—I do not know if any members have recently taken the time to come down and 
visit Vincent but they would see that it has grown into a vibrant inner-city community, built around a series of 
hubs of urban villages.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am sorry to interrupt the Member for Perth, I know she is on a roll, but members if 
you want to have a conversation, especially a conversation with four people across the front, think about the 
Hansard reporters who are sitting in front and consider taking the conversation outside. 

Ms E. EVANGEL: This is obviously important to the residents of my community, so it would be very much 
appreciated if Hansard and everyone else can hear what I am saying.  

I was talking about the vibrant inner-city community that the City of Vincent has grown into. We have also seen 
the recommendations in the Robson report that suggest a full City of Vincent amalgamation with the City of 
Perth. 

Dr A.D. Buti: You have stolen Alannah’s notes.  

Ms E. EVANGEL: I have not had a conversation with Alannah; I am sorry.  

Dr A.D. Buti: You should.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale! 

Ms E. EVANGEL: I love talking to Alannah, but I have not had a conversation with her recently.  

I mentioned earlier that this contribution is based on emails I have received from my constituents. My second-
last reason for supporting the amalgamation is that we all know that the capital city of Perth is only 8.1 square 
kilometres in size, which, when compared with other capital cities across the nation, shows an urgent need for 
growth. Consuming the City of Vincent as a whole would provide that people mass critical to the success of a 
capital city. We really are just joining all the dots and it has become quite obvious that a full City of Vincent 
amalgamation with the city is what needs to happen. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: You might take over the City of Perth! 

Ms E. EVANGEL: You never know your luck in a big city.  

We all know that the Beaufort Street strip has grown into an incredible commercial hub of activity. To even 
begin working out how three local governments can govern the one street is certainly something that must be 
addressed.  

These are just a few of the reasons supporting the amalgamation. I could keep going on but I can see meetings 
happening at the other end of the room, too, which is difficult to compete with!  

Mr A. Krsticevic: They are not really interested in the issue.  

Ms E. EVANGEL: No, they are obviously not. Local government amalgamation is not something that features 
on the agenda of members opposite.  

Mr R.H. Cook: Who moved the motion?  

Ms E. EVANGEL: Members opposite are not listening to what I am saying.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana, the member on her feet has dealt with people talking and 
meeting in the chamber for some period. If members want to listen to her in peace, they will note that she was 
just about to sit down.  

Ms E. EVANGEL: I still have a bit more to go, Madam Acting Speaker.  
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Point of Order 
Mr R.H. COOK: I call a point of order. The member is making derogatory references to this side of the 
chamber. She invites interjection.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: There is no point of order.  

Debate Resumed 

Ms E. EVANGEL: I spoke earlier about the economic logistics. It will be quite difficult to work out, especially 
when we consider the storage facilities in Osborne Park for the City of Vincent, and that the City of Vincent, the 
City of Perth, and the City of Stirling are all members of the Tamala Park Regional Council. They are all one-
twelfth shareholders, and dividends to the tune of millions of dollars will come in in the next few years. Getting 
the head around working out a fair split will be an absolute challenge.  

I have had quite a few conversations with many people recently, and some comments have been along the lines 
that if we go all the way out to Mt Hawthorn with the proposed boundary, we may as well go out to City Beach. 
To be quite honest, when people buy into City Beach, they are looking for a sea change. When people buy into 
Mt Hawthorn, they are making an inner-city lifestyle change. The interesting factor is that most of the emails I 
received have been from Mt Hawthorn residents, who are from the northernmost suburb of my electorate. They 
feel just as strongly as North Perth and Highgate residents about being a part of the City of Perth.  

From the onset of this amalgamation announcement I have informed my constituents that it is just a proposal. 
We keep hearing the words “this decision”. As far as I am aware, it is a proposal and we will go through the 
correct democratic process of a proposal being tabled, which is then a starting point for discussion. I would like 
to see the City of Perth seriously consider including in its submission to the Local Government Advisory Board 
on 4 October a request for the extension of the proposed boundaries and to include the whole of the City of 
Vincent in the amalgamation with the City of Perth. This morning the Premier said that that would make the 
process a lot simpler. This inclusion would work to perhaps persuade the minister, the Premier and everyone else 
on this side of the chamber that that would be the right way to go. I thank members for their time, and, minister, I 
hope we can continue these conversations another time. 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.45 pm]: I rise to talk on this motion and 
the issue that has united the people of the City of Kwinana like no other I have seen in the time I have had the 
privilege of being the local member. Last night a meeting was held in Kwinana to which the community was 
invited to discuss with the council its feelings about the amalgamation. Unfortunately, I was here and then at 
another function so I could not be there, but if the Facebook action, the phone calls and the text messages I have 
received are anything to go by, there is a great deal of strong feeling about the proposal for the City of Kwinana 
to consider amalgamating with the City of Cockburn. There is no need for this clumsy marriage between 
Kwinana and Cockburn. Kwinana is one of the fastest growing cities in Western Australia, and, left to its own 
devices, will have well in excess of 80 000 people in a matter of 15 years or so. Clearly it is on a growth 
trajectory, and there is no need for the government to force this clumsy marriage between it and the City of 
Cockburn. The City of Kwinana has been in existence since the early 1950s. It was set up in 1952 to create a 
community to service the construction of the industrial strip—at that stage the Kwinana BP refinery. Originally, 
it started as a road board and then became a board of elected members in the early 1960s. Kwinana has a very 
strong identity; people call it “the country town in Perth” because it is somewhat isolated by not only industrial 
development, but also the heavy bushland that Margaret Fieldman, the planner who designed the township of 
Kwinana, decided was compensation for living so close to such a heavily industrialised area. The people of 
Kwinana have a very strong identity and view about their independence and how they should be able to continue 
forging their city as an individual area.  

It is not surprising therefore that when the council did a survey about this matter, there was a strong response 
from the community. Of the respondents, 80 per cent wanted Kwinana to remain as a single entity. There was an 
even split between whether they go to the City of Cockburn or the City of Rockingham, but the reason for that 
was the issue of rates. One of the issues that grates upon the people of Kwinana is that on a per capita basis, 
Kwinana has the highest rates of any councils in the area. It is one of those councils that is very much feeling the 
heat of the high-taxing, high-debt government that this Premier runs. However, the people of Kwinana are very 
strongly of the view that they should be able to remain a single entity. They have built the township of Kwinana 
from bare bones, and in many cases it was the community itself that did it. Members may be surprised to hear 
that in the 1980s the only reason the Kwinana Freeway made it to Kwinana was because the Kwinana town 
council put its hands in its pockets and gave $1 million to Main Roads Western Australia to build the freeway to 
Thomas Road. That is the passion and the vision with which Kwinana sees its future. It has always been a 
fiercely independent community and it has always wanted to defend that independence. I was reminded by one 
of the former councillors today that when the City of Rockingham wanted to set up a legal aid centre in the 
Southern Communities Advocacy Legal Education Service, which was intended to grow at the same time as the 
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proposed law school at Murdoch University, it could not do that because the licence for running a legal aid 
centre in that area was already owned by the community in Kwinana. Kwinana was already undertaking the task 
of supporting its community members and it therefore wants to support its community members now. No-one is 
interested in the idea that the minister has to jam it into this unholy marriage with the City of Cockburn. I do not 
know why the government is so hell-bent on making it go to Cockburn. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Members! There is a general noise in the chamber. I could 
point out about six different conversations that are going on, which is all very nice but it might be hard for the 
Hansard reporter to hear because it is pretty hard to hear up here in the chair. If members want to have 
conversations, they should take them outside. 

Mr R.H. COOK: To paraphrase another member of Parliament, clearly the minister is not interested in what we 
on this side have to say because he has already made up his mind on these issues. Or has he? This is the question 
we keep coming back to. The minister has flipped and flopped around this issue of council amalgamations ever 
since he was a humble backbencher moving through to the lofty title of Minister for Local Government. Perhaps 
the minister can clarify this question for us: did he not make a commitment to several councillors at the recent 
council dinner in Kwinana that the City of Kwinana would not be required to amalgamate? The clear message 
that was gained from the minister that evening was that he was providing an assurance to the people in the room 
that council amalgamation for Kwinana was not a requirement. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: You’ll have to wait until they come out. I have never said it. 

Mr R.H. COOK: The minister shakes his head and says no, he did not make that commitment. I will be very 
interested to hear from those councillors again, who were assured by the minister around these issues on that 
evening, to see what they now have to say about that matter. Nonetheless, the council in good faith went about a 
negotiated process with the City of Cockburn, and I think it is fair to say that they reached a stalemate and 
Kwinana withdrew from that process. I cannot for the life of me work out why the City of Kwinana went down 
such a long path with the City of Cockburn. Clearly, if the minister intends to redraw the boundaries for these 
local government authorities, surely one of the guiding principles must be to amalgamate communities of 
common interest and those areas that naturally congregate around those communities of common interest.  

People may not be familiar with the position of City of Kwinana in relation to the City of Cockburn. Essentially 
the City of Kwinana is divided from the City of Cockburn by a sea of toxic sludge. That is, the Alcoa slurry 
ponds, which essentially comprise several hectares of caustic soda as waste from the Alcoa refinery, separate 
Kwinana from Cockburn. How in the minister’s life does he picture that there is this natural connection between 
Cockburn and Kwinana, apart from the fact that they share an industrial strip; that is true. However, Kwinana 
also shares an industrial strip with Rockingham. Why is Rockingham left out of the equation? Why do the people 
of Kwinana have to leapfrog or tippy-toe over the toxic sludge to get to their city council chambers at Cockburn, 
as one assumes that is where it will be, given that the population is very much higher than Kwinana’s 
population? Why is Kwinana being forced into that clumsy marriage when clearly the area of common interest is 
with Rockingham. 

A google search undertaken of the phrase “Rockingham–Kwinana” came up with an extraordinary list. People 
born in the area are likely to have been born at the former Rockingham–Kwinana District Hospital, which is now 
Rockingham General Hospital. As they went through life they may have gone into business and they might have 
become a member of the Rockingham Kwinana Chamber of Commerce. As young members of the community, 
they might have been members of the Rotaract Club of Rockingham–Kwinana. If they were ill or had some sort 
of health issue, they might have been associated with the Rockingham–Kwinana Child and Adolescent Mental 
Health Services or indeed the Peel and Rockingham/Kwinana Community Health Service. They might have even 
gone to the Rockingham–Kwinana Public Health Information Development Unit. Of course the Premier will be 
down south there to open the Mundijong Road extension when that is built between Kwinana Freeway and 
Rockingham. Of course that is a development that is being championed by Hon Phil Edman as chairman of the 
Rockingham–Kwinana Development Office. It is enough to drive people to Peel and Rockingham/Kwinana 
Mental Health Services in the area. However, if they are in more trouble they might be able to ring up the 
Rockingham/Kwinana State Emergency Service Unit; and if they are continuing to feel ill they would have gone 
to Rockingham–Kwinana Division of General Practice before it recently became Perth South Coastal Medicare 
Local. 

Mr P. Papalia: Aren’t there any in Rockingham–Cockburn or Kwinana–Cockburn? 

Mr R.H. COOK: I could not find any Kwinana–Cockburn references, member for Warnbro, although I worked 
hard at it. However, if I became unemployed when I was working hard, I could have gone to the Bridging the 
Gap Rockingham/Kwinana branch. Speaking of branches, if I needed some trees, I could have gone to the Men 
of the Trees Rockingham Kwinana Nursery. As a young person I might have gone to the police and community 
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youth centre that services the Rockingham–Kwinana area. If I was an Aboriginal person I might have been 
receiving services from the Rockingham–Kwinana Closing the Gap centre. As a small business owner I might 
have also gone to the Rockingham–Kwinana Small Business Centre. Perhaps if I had some trouble, I might have 
been referred to Peel district police station, which is of course based in Rockingham. If there were some drug 
issues involved, I might have been referred to the Rockingham–Kwinana Local Drug Action Group. Indeed, I 
might have looked that group up in the Rockingham, Mandurah, Kwinana Local Business Directory. All these 
reference to Rockingham–Kwinana, of course, would see me to my grave, which would ultimately see me buried 
at the Rockingham–Kwinana cemetery at Rockingham Regional Memorial Park. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Isn’t there a Kwinana section? 

Mr R.H. COOK: Ha, ha! 

Why is it therefore all of a sudden that we have a government that is so hell-bent on making this marriage with 
the City of Cockburn? Of course it is driven by conveniences of population. There is a small population in 
Kwinana and a larger population in Cockburn and therefore some boffin somewhere in the system has said, 
“That’s a neat fit.” It is driven, I suspect, in part from the point of view of Kwinana. I do not know if this is the 
case—because no conversation has gone on between Rockingham and Kwinana for some reason—but the City 
of Rockingham probably does not want the City of Kwinana’s debt; the city of Kwinana probably does not want 
the City of Rockingham’s depreciating assets; and the people of Kwinana probably want the City of Cockburn’s 
lower rates. But all these things pale into insignificance when a government tries to create a community, and 
there is no community of common interest between the City of Cockburn and the City of Kwinana. 

As I said, the people in Kwinana do not want their council to be amalgamated. They do not want this minister to 
turn around and say that they are all of a sudden a part of the City of Cockburn. They want to remain part of the 
City of Kwinana, and that is why the amalgamation is so fiercely opposed by the people of Kwinana. That is 
why almost every councillor to a man and a woman believe that Kwinana should be independent. That is why, 
despite the diversity of opinions about a range of issues to do with council services, the management of council 
and the future of the council, they are united in one particular view; that is, they do not want the Barnett 
government forcing them to amalgamate with the City of Cockburn. Should there be amalgamations, why the 
government is contemplating pushing the people of Kwinana into Cockburn is completely beyond me. There is 
no community of common interest. There are some technical conveniences that might appeal to some bureaucrat 
that has been drawing lines on a map, but there is absolutely nothing that justifies the City of Kwinana being 
forced to amalgamate with the City of Cockburn. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 
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