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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 19 February. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.33 pm]: I rise to make 
some comments on the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013. I must say that I was a bit distracted listening 
to Hon Jim Chown during the last debate when he commented on traffic congestion. I was very fortunate to be 
able to attend the Bruce Springsteen concert a couple of weeks ago in which his opening song was Highway to 
Hell from that famous Western Australian band AC/DC. I thought that is where this government is sending the 
people of Western Australia, not only through the traffic congestion, but also with its financial management and 
other management of the state. 

Several government members interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: With those few opening remarks, it is good to see that members opposite are awake today! 

We are dealing with a very technical bill today that seeks to make six technical amendments to the Local 
Government Act. Since 2008, and some of my colleagues have been through the history, this government has 
consistently talked about reform in local government. I do not think any of us in this place dispute the need for 
reform. I agree with the comments of Hon Phil Edman last night that we need reform in this space. It is a 
significant tier of government in this state and the community is calling out for significant change as well, but I 
do not believe what we have seen over the last five years has generated the type of reform that the community or 
this Parliament expect. We have also seen, leading up to the introduction of this bill, copious amounts of 
taxpayer funds being poured into this reform process. My colleague Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich went through that in a 
fair degree of detail last night, and I think the taxpayers of this state have the right to question whether they are 
getting the best bang for their dollar in the processes this government has applied. Members need go no further 
than to read the second reading speech in which the opening sentence talks about the government’s agenda to 
reform the local government sector to strengthen the structural viability of local governments. I know that matter 
was canvassed last night. I do not think that in the last five years we have seen a clear articulation of how that 
will occur. I refer to the hullabaloo that erupted as a result of the various statements and inquiries that came from 
this government as to the outcomes it proposed. In the western suburbs in and around the Premier’s own seat 
there was an organised outcry from several councils that are vehemently opposed to any significant change. 
Since the election last year and the appointment of a new minister, we have had the situation in which not only 
has the tone of the debate changed, but also the language has changed. That is partly what we are dealing with in 
this legislation. 
The second reading speech continues and talks about how government will continue to press forward with these 
important reforms. However, particularly since December 2013 when the minister talked to 30 local 
governments at a meeting in Victoria Park about how the government would further progress its so-called 
reforms and then on 29 January this year when the minister launched what he called the toolbox kit for local 
council over local government reform, we have seen another wave of anger arise from various councils. I bailed 
up Minister Simpson towards the end of last year and said, “Tony, just tell me: are there any mayors in the 
metropolitan area who you have not upset yet?” He said that there were probably one or two, and I said that he 
had better get a move on! He obviously listened to me, because by January I do not think there were too many 
mayors whom he had not upset. I know, particularly as a result of the meeting in January, that I received a 
number of phone calls from mayors in my electorate who were very angry about the way things had been 
changed and the proposals that were now on the table, which would either abolish their councils because the 
lines had been redrawn or would carve up parts of their areas and give them away to others. 

In the second reading speech, the government says that it understands the outcry about the Dadour provisions 
and it notes the anger. We have all been bombarded with emails from all over the state. I have a couple of those 
emails that I am happy to share with people. I certainly received a huge volume, as I am sure did my colleagues. 
People were really upset about this. I did not fully appreciate that members of the community would be so au fait 
with that kind of technical information about local government laws and the electoral laws that apply to local 
government. I was pleasantly surprised. The tenor of those emails was quite technical and the anger in those 
emails was palpable. I am sure that the government took that on board post-December, certainly in the time 
between the bill’s introduction in the other place and its introduction in this place, because we have seen a 
change in the style of language. The government has said in the speech in this place on the bill that it will not 
affect the Dadour amendments. I had the good fortune to meet Tom Dadour. I thought he was a pretty decent 
bloke. He was a college doctor and gave me some assistance once at college when I needed it. He was also a 
sponsor of the school I went to. He was a very impressive Independent member of Parliament. 
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The government has taken this on board, but will whatever it does impact on the Dadour amendments? Most 
people see what the government has now proposed as a direct attack on the democratic rights of ratepayers and 
those councils. Under the former proposal, if two councils were to merge—I think my colleague 
Hon Stephen Dawson mentioned Vincent and Perth last night in his speech—of course there would be an 
opportunity for a ballot. However, under this proposal, whereby there is no option for two councils to merge 
because the boundary lines of the two councils will be amended, that opportunity will not arise. I know that this 
is a significant issue in the South Metropolitan Region, and I will talk initially about South Perth and Victoria 
Park. These two councils had been talking to each other for an extended period and had passed resolutions 
beyond the concept of the two areas coming together. The idea of a common community of interest, shared 
facilities and two areas side by side with natural boundaries made sense; it actually worked. All of that started to 
come asunder late last year when the Premier, I think, decided that he would carve out part of the Town of 
Victoria Park—in fact, he narrowed it down to the casino area and the stadium area—and hand it over to the City 
of Perth. That threw a huge wrench in the idea of a merger, because the Town of Victoria Park certainly depends 
on the rates base that it gains from the casino. That would mean that even if South Perth and Victoria Park came 
together, there would be a significant drop in the revenue that the council would normally get. I was really 
impressed at the speed and capacity with which the rallies that took place in the area for the battle for Burswood 
were organised. People from South Perth and Victoria Park came together to express their views about why this 
should not occur. It meant that although the capacity to gain revenue would be removed from the new combined 
council, it would still have responsibility for roads and other things in that area—so, none of the fun but all of the 
work. In late October or early November, a petition was organised in those areas. Victoria Park, which is a very 
positive community-minded council, had its annual Christmas street fair and a significant number of people on 
that one afternoon signed a petition to be tabled in this place, which it was, and sent to the Standing Committee 
on Environment and Public Affairs to look at this issue, particularly the removal of this part of the Town of 
Victoria Park. I have no idea what has happened with that petition or where it is at. I know that that committee is 
probably burdened with the other matters it is looking at, but I hope that such a significant petition and the 
degree of concern raised by people in that area will be taken into account by that committee and it will conduct 
an inquiry into those matters. 

What should have been a fairly smooth transition to merge these two substantial inner-city council areas has now 
become fraught with significant problems and has caused a high degree of anger to build up in the community 
and also in various players in that tier of local government. I do not know what the outcome of that will be, but I 
do not think the changes in this bill will provide any sort of positive outcome for those two councils. They will 
not let it go; they will continue to lobby government and, hopefully, put their views in more correspondence to 
the Local Government Advisory Board. 

At the end of the day, local governments are trying to deliver services to communities. We can see what is 
happening in Victoria Park and South Perth. We can look at what is happening in Canning, which has an 
excellent commissioner in Linton Reynolds; he is doing an excellent job in Canning. Then there are the issues in 
Cockburn and Kwinana. The time of these councils is now being consumed by trying to deal with the issues 
around so-called reform. There is significant expenditure, and time is utilised by staff to draft submissions and to 
attend meetings. The various mayors and CEOs have to go to meetings on a regular basis. The minister talks to 
them about what he thinks will happen. I say “thinks” because we have seen examples of this. The Premier will 
do a doorstop interview and say one thing, and then the minister will say something different, so he is gazumped 
by what the Premier wants to happen. We know that the Minister for Local Government is not isolated in that 
regard. We know that that has happened to a range of government ministers in the past five years. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: The careful way to deal with that is to use the Bill Shorten method and say, “I don’t know 
what the Prime Minister said, but I agree with it.” 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is probably a very reasonable thing. Maybe there needs to be a bit of training on that 
in cabinet. Maybe the Premier will sit all the ministers down next week and say that in future, so that there is no 
confusion or dispute and so that the media cannot play any head games with them, if they are ever asked the 
question “The Premier said this this morning; what is your view?”, they should take the Shorten view. I do not 
have a problem with that. It is very interesting. It is amusing to watch how this works. The member has 
distracted me. All members know that the Premier has a range of thought bubbles and what he says depends on 
who gets to him at what time of day and what is working through his head at the time. The local government 
minister thought he was working down a particular line only for the Premier to say, “No, we are doing something 
totally different.” 

The member distracted me, so I will come back to my point. The feedback I have had from a range of mayors 
and CEOs and others who have spoken to me is that they will go to a meeting with Minister Simpson—they have 
been going to meetings with him now for almost a year—he will talk through what is going to happen and say, 
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“This is my private view; this is what I think should happen”, and then he will do something different. That is 
one of their problems; they do not know what is true. They do not know whether what the minister says to them 
on a one-to-one basis is correct. That is quite duplicitous. I do not know whether he is just trying to be chummy 
and friendly by saying that he does not necessarily agree with it but that is just how it has to be as that is what 
cabinet has decided. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I have no reason to doubt the various people who have raised that with me because I did 
not invite that information. 

Hon Helen Morton: That’s absolute rubbish. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I did not invite it. I am not misleading members; I am just telling them what I have been 
told. The most disappointing thing that the various players in local government have found in their relationship 
with the current minister is that they do not know whether to believe what comes out of his mouth. That is a real 
disappointment because I always thought he was a pretty decent bloke. That is the feedback I have received. We 
have to question what is going wrong. Something is going wrong. 

We have that issue in South Perth and Victoria Park. I now move further into the electorate to this issue around 
Cockburn. The City of Cockburn is a significant council. It has demonstrated over the last dozen or so years that 
it is a very progressive council with the types of facilities and services it provides to the community. I have been 
to a range of events lately where halls, surf clubs and other things have been opened and it has been very 
positive. It has a very hard-working team of councillors. I know that they have been in discussions with Kwinana 
and those discussions have ebbed and flowed. They have been told that the council will be carved up: Fremantle 
will get a bit, Kwinana will get a bit and Melville will get another bit. About 600 or 700 people from Cockburn 
came up here a couple of months ago before the end of the sitting year and rallied outside Parliament. They were 
very angry about the potential loss of their local government. They feel that they have a very strong link and a 
very strong and individual identity in their community and they want to hold on to that. They feel that that will 
be lost. They do not believe that this government has taken into account their views about sustaining their 
council. They do not understand how things would work if the council was carved up. This comes back to this 
bill. It is not genuine reform; it is simply moving alliance. Why has the government decided to go down this 
path? None of the alleged reform that we have been looking at with this government looks at real reform in local 
government. It does not take into account what will happen if the boundaries are changed or whether the 
government is going to force the amalgamation of councils or politely merge them. We are not too sure what the 
government is doing. We know that at one point it said that it would never support forced amalgamations and 
now it is effectively doing that. 

Where is the discussion about genuinely removing the red tape for ratepayers who live in those councils? Where 
is the discussion about helping local small businesses deal with the changes that will occur? Where is the 
discussion about the costs associated with applications for planning or building licences? I am trying to help out 
one fellow at the moment who has a small business. He has had to deal with three different local governments to 
try to establish his business. Even though he has been paying $900 or more to a particular local government to 
get a licence to trade in the area instead of being allocated to areas where he cannot get any business, he has 
since found out that local government cannot give him a permit; it turns out to be the responsibility of Main 
Roads. There are all sorts of discrepancies. 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am just highlighting some concerns. I would have thought genuine reform in local 
government should have been based on how we provide some uniformity right across the spectrum so that 
everyone in the state knows where they stand. We have 144 councils. They all have different rules and 
regulations. It is an absolute nightmare for people who want to run a business in this state across a range of areas. 
They have to adhere to different rules, different prices, different licence costs and different types of inspectors. 
Sometimes for those in the building sector or people renovating a home, it may come down to the individual 
staffer’s preference as to what colour tin they have or what sort of plants can be put in their landscaped garden. It 
is a major nightmare for people in that situation and for small businesses. Hon Peter Katsambanis, coming from 
Victoria, is probably a big fan of the Kennett approach to local government reform. I am not advocating that 
now. All I am saying is that we are not being offered the full range of appropriate reform in this space that I 
believe the community and business sector would like to see happen. All we are seeing here is the lines being 
changed. We have to look at why the language has changed from December to now. The minister introduced this 
bill late last year, before the government changed its way of thinking about the language that was being applied 
and certainly before it made its decisions about what would happen to a range of councils. I do not know what is 
happening to Stirling or a range of other councils as they are not in my electorate, but these proposals will 
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particularly have an impact in the south metropolitan area where there are quite large, very active local 
governments. 
The other council that will certainly be impacted by the decisions of this government will be the City of Canning 
council. It currently has a commissioner in place because of a range of other issues. As I have said, Lynton 
Reynolds, a former mayor of Armadale, has a wealth of experience. From my interactions with Lynton since he 
has taken on this role, I have observed that he has been working very hard in the best interests of the people of 
Canning and has put his views very succinctly about the implications of these changes for the people of Canning. 
Let us face it, under these proposals from Minister Simpson, Canning will no longer exist. A little bit will go off 
into Victoria Park but the rest of it will disappear into Gosnells. This council is asset rich; I think it has over 
$47 million parked in the bank. It has a lot of very good facilities. There are plans afoot for the rejuvenation of 
the city area around the Carousel precinct that will require significant expenditure. There is real concern that 
once this local government disappears as a separate entity and is gobbled up into Gosnells, perhaps those plans 
will not proceed so the focus will still be in Gosnells and maybe the people of Canning will not have those plans 
moved forward, which I think will be a significant disadvantage to the forward growth in that area. There is a lot 
of opportunity in Canning for a new range of housing, retail and office space. There is a lot of opportunity for 
redevelopment and improvement in that area. That has already started to happen with the redevelopment of the 
Homeswest sector in the old Maniana area of Queens Park. We are starting to see a change there. Whilst the 
government says that it will not do anything to remove the Dadour amendment, it has worked its way around that 
simply by looking at how it can tweak the lines, which would mean that ratepayers would still not have a say in 
what would happen in their backyard. 

Although we are supporting the second reading of this bill because we want to see where the government is 
going to go with this and whether it will listen to our concerns, we want to put on record the concerns of our 
constituents in our electorates about these changes because they are certainly not the types of reforms that most 
people expected. I will have more time when we come back from lunch to go through some of the comments that 
I have received from constituents about these proposed changes. When we look at the role that WALGA has 
played in this whole exercise over the past five years—I have spoken to a number of councillors about this—
given that there has been such an angry outcry from ratepayers, particularly in the south metropolitan area in 
certain council regions, we would have thought that WALGA, as a representative body, would have listened to 
the views of the councillors, the mayors, the CEOs and the ratepayers and acted as an advocate and lobbied on 
behalf of those groups to say that this is just not on, this is not going to work, this is not what people want and it 
is not viable. 
Hon Ken Travers: Did Hon Peter Katsambanis write this section of your speech? 
Hon KATE DOUST: No. I know he is very close to certain people in WALGA. We have to question the role 
that WALGA has played during this process. Quite frankly, I think it has been silent; it has been missing in 
action. I do not think it has been delivering the level of service that it should have to its member councils. We 
have to ask why that is the case. We only have to go back and read Western Councillor and the section where the 
president talked about how there would be a need for more funding from the government to assist with this 
whole reform process. As I said in the first part of my speech, huge amounts of taxpayers’ dollars have been 
expended over the past five years on this so-called reform. We have to ask what we have got out of it. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
Hon KATE DOUST: Before we broke for lunch, I was making some comment about WALGA and its 
involvement in this whole process. My view is that its representatives appear to have been missing in action in 
advocating on their members’ behalf; they should have been providing the appropriate representation. I wonder 
why they would do that. However, I made reference to a quote in the December–January 2014 edition of its 
magazine Western Councillor in which the CEO had said that, at some point, more money would need to be 
offered to local government to assist with the process. As I said in the earlier part of my speech, that seems to be 
a constant theme; that is, substantial chunks of taxpayers’ money are being thrown at local governments all 
around the state to supposedly assist them with this process, but we have not actually seen—after five years—
any real solid outcomes. 
It was interesting to note the reference on page 28 of Western Councillor to this particular bill, namely, the Local 
Government Amendment Bill 2013. It puts WALGA’s position on this bill. I will just read this because I think it 
is useful. I do not know whether members have had the opportunity to read it. It states that the WALGA state 
council has resolved — 

That State Council provide the following response to the Minister for Local Government on the Local 
Government Amendment Bill 2013: 

1. Support clauses 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 10, 12, 13, and 22. 
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2. Conditionally support Clause 4 and request that any Government policy provided to the Board 
is immediately brought into the public domain. 

3. Conditionally support Clause 7 on the basis that the Minister for Local Government consult 
with the Association prior to the development of regulations relevant to the payment of fees 
and allowances to ensure that no unreasonable compliance burden is imposed on Local 
Governments. 

I think I referred to that prior to lunch; however, that is a significant issue that needs to be addressed about the 
crossover of payment of fees or the difference in the rate of fees. It further states — 

4. Support Clause 9 with the Association seeking the Minister for Local Government’s comment 
on his intentions regarding further proposals and recommendations for improvements 
identified in the 2011 review of the Local Government Standards Panel. 

5. Conditionally Support Clause 11 with the Minister for Local Government requested to include 
in subclause (6) a maximum period of 3 months to have effect for any deferral decision made 
by the Board and cannot be extended by a further decision of the Board. 

6. Conditionally support Clause 17 with the Minister for Local Government requested to consider 
the alternative amendment option to Schedule 2.1 Clause 11(4) as set out in this report. 

7. Conditionally support Clause 18, 19, 20 and 21 on the basis that the 2 persons appointed by the 
Minister to “represent the interests of the community” could potentially be involved in future 
proposals affecting regional areas, and that the Minister takes this into account by nominating 
the Board one person from the Metropolitan area and one person form the regional area to 
represent their respective community interests. 

8. Oppose Clauses 14, 15 and 16. 

It was very interesting that WALGA had laid out its resolutions. I would ask the minister whether the 
government has responded to the correspondence from WALGA setting out the parts of the legislation it 
supports and the parts it does not, as well as the matters it has canvassed in its conditional support for those other 
clauses. If the minister has responded to that, would she please provide that response to WALGA when replying 
to us in this chamber? I pick up on its conditional support for clauses 18, 19, 20 and 21 about the representatives 
that have been selected, particularly its comment that the people representing the community could, in the future, 
be making decisions about what happens in arrangements affecting regional areas. I would have thought that our 
good friends in the National Party would have also picked up on that. I would be greatly concerned. I know its 
members have done some sort of deal so that, technically, they would not be picked up on all this. However, I 
say to my friends that I would be very concerned about what lies ahead for them in the future with their regional 
councils. 

Last night, either Hon Stephen Dawson or Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich made reference to some of the wheatbelt 
council issues. I would be really interested in the minister providing to us in this chamber the government’s 
response to WALGA on each of those issues it has canvassed in its correspondence to her and publicly in the 
magazine issued more broadly around the state to its various stakeholders. I thought it was a very interesting 
piece of work. Although we are dealing today with what on the surface appears to be just a technical bill of half a 
dozen changes, underneath those technical changes are some very complex and complicated issues that local 
governments have had great difficulty trying to work out and how, in the long term, it will impact them. I think 
there are grave concerns about these additions to the advisory board. I know this has already been raised by other 
members, but who will actually be put on the board? What will be the outcomes of their decision-making? I 
know that there is a bit of a saying, and I know that my leader will correct me if I get it wrong, but when people 
talk about setting up a committee, we should never set up a committee unless we already know the outcome that 
we want! I do not know if that is how — 

A government member: That’s how I like to work! 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is what I hear! I am wondering whether that was what was really going through the 
minds of cabinet members when they agreed to this! They had already determined the outcome they want in their 
reforms. They designed this committee so they can engineer who will be on the board; they had predetermined 
the outcome. Let me be cynical. Maybe, that is what is going on; maybe that is why the concern about this aspect 
of the legislation is out there, both in the community and amongst those many local government councillors 
concerned about the future of their local governments. There is cause for concern, and I would be interested in 
the minister allaying my concerns by saying, “No, you’re wrong! We don’t have those intentions, we’re pure of 
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heart! We just want the committee to be genuinely independent in making decisions without any level of”—I 
suppose the word “interference” is too strong. Again, there are genuine concerns. 

I will come back to South Metropolitan Region; it is an area of immense growth and change. What we have seen 
happen is causing so much concern. I refer to an article in the Southern Gazette of last week, under the heading 
of “Boundary row still raging”. It talks about what happened on 29 January; it also talks about how Minister 
Simpson had put up a new proposal for council reform, and states that the — 

... key difference in Mr Simpson’s second proposal is the use of the words “abolishing” and “dis-
establish” in referring to the future of Canning post-reform. 

The article goes on to state — 

The new proposal went public on 29 January and called for boundary adjustments instead of council 
mergers. 

Hon Stephen Dawson referred to the use of “weasel words”. That was a favourite term of Hon Ed Dermer when 
he was in this place; he liked to use that term. The minister has done a bit of rejigging of the language—trying to 
soften the blow, if we like. I can think of other places in which the government has tried to soften the blow with 
language and style. That brings me to the government’s new tourism advertisement about talking up WA. It is 
just about changing the language. It is just about spin. 

Hon Helen Morton: Do you agree with that advert, by the way? 

Hon KATE DOUST: I think WA is the best place on this planet in which to live. So I do not have a problem 
with it. But there are a lot of other things that this government needs to do to ensure that we remain the best 
place on the planet in which to live; and, as I said earlier I do not think the government is necessarily doing that. 

The article quotes the minister as follows — 

He said the terms abolish and disestablish were the words aligned with the Local Government Act 1995. 

Mr Simpson said Canning residents and staff should not be concerned about amalgamation. 

We know the reason they should not be concerned about amalgamation is that he will abolish that council and it 
will be taken up by another council. 

The article goes on to quote the minister as follows — 

“They will get better services from a stronger more efficient council,” he said. 

Who is to know whether that will be the case? The minister has used a change in language to explain why he 
thinks these amalgamations should happen. The government has struck a problem. People are upset, and they 
have rallied and lobbied. So the government has thought, “Let us just spin it. Let us just change the language, 
and that might change how people deal with this, and that will solve our problem.” 

I refer back to Western Councillor and to an article on page 3 under the heading, “From the Minister”. One of the 
things the minister states in that article is as follows — 

My immediate priorities for February include monitoring the legislative changes to the Local 
Government Act as they move through the Upper House of State Parliament,— 

We are here to help, minister — 

and hosting a series of informal lunches for Mayors, Shire Presidents and CEOs to listen to the issues 
affecting their communities. 

If Minister Simpson thinks that taking the mayors out to lunch and buying them a ham and salad sandwich will 
fix the problem, he needs to step up. No amount of spin will calm these people down. He should have bought 
them a sandwich and a cup of coffee 12 months ago and sat down with them and talked about their concerns. 
The horse has bolted in South Metropolitan. A number of significant local government bodies and their 
communities are stressed and concerned about what will happen. That is because this government cannot give 
them a clear idea about the reform that it intends to impose upon them. The government keeps changing the 
language and the definition, and it has not articulated clearly what will happen. It is a moving feast. The 
government has not handled this process well at all over the last five years. The government is not delivering the 
type of reform that people believe is appropriate and required at this point in our history. I see that my colleague 
Hon Phil Edman is furiously nodding in agreement with me. The government is missing opportunities. Perhaps 
we missed those opportunities when we were last in government. There needs to be proper reform, and the 
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community expects that reform. However, all the government is doing is tweaking the lines; and, because it is 
tweaking the lines, it is causing great issues in the community. 

The government has not come up with a viable solution. Even the member for South Perth, John McGrath, 
MLA, a good bloke who works hard in his community — 

Hon Michael Mischin: I am sure he enjoys having you as one of his fans! 

Hon KATE DOUST: He does, actually. John and I get on quite well and work together quite well together in 
the community, just as I did with his predecessor, Hon Phil Pendal, who was a remarkable bloke. We can on 
some occasions have good working relationships with our other colleagues. 

Hon Sue Ellery: He is not used to that sort of thing! 

Hon KATE DOUST: I know. 

I refer now to an article in the Southern Gazette of this week headed, “City defies abolition”. It quotes the mayor 
of the City of South Perth, Sue Doherty. The Mayor of South Perth is absolutely furious about what is happening 
in South Perth. South Perth is a vibrant area. The mayor has expressed her disappointment at what the minister is 
proposing to do to South Perth. The article quotes the mayor as follows — 

She said the minister’s proposal ran contrary to what the minister had encouraged both the City and 
Town of Victoria Park to do—amalgamate through a democratic process. 

I think that most of the people who live in this area expected that it would be done through a democratic process. 
The article goes on to state — 

South Perth MLA John McGrath backed the City and said it was a “slap in the face” when it had been 
prepared to act in a spirit of cooperation. 

I love it when members of the government stand up for their communities. We have seen a bit of that here in the 
last couple of days, and I say, “Good on you; keep it up”. 

The article goes on to state — 
South Perth MLA John McGrath said it seemed wrong in principle that a City council would be 
abolished and its district incorporated into the boundaries of a Town council. 

He is quoted as saying — 
“The public needs to be aware achieving council mergers by boundary change rather than 
amalgamation also circumvents the democratic right, under the Local Government Act, for polls to be 
demanded by residents wishing to have a say on any proposed changes. 

John McGrath, MLA, member for South Perth, gets it. The government does not get it. John McGrath 
understands what is happening in his community. He is speaking out for his community, and I had hoped that 
others would do that, too. But, sadly, that is not the case. 

As I have said throughout this speech, there is a need for reform in local government. No-one questions that. The 
problem is how we get that reform. All we have seen over the last five years is a bungled process in which a lot 
of taxpayers’ money—tens of millions of dollars—has been thrown into this ever-growing pit. That money could 
have been used to support our schools. We have raised issues about the education cuts, which Hon Sue Ellery 
has been working very hard to highlight to the community. That money could have gone into education. It could 
have gone into making sure there are more police on the beat. It could have gone into our hospitals and our 
health system. But, instead, the government, without a clear plan and a clear idea of exactly what it wants to 
reform, has been throwing dollar after dollar into this ever-growing pit, with no reasonable outcome. At this 
point, our community has had enough. People are saying it is not fair that the government is not willing to give 
them the reform that they want and is not willing to clearly articulate what reform they will get but is just 
tweaking things around so that they will get a different outcome from the one the government told them they 
would get. 

Hopefully, the Western Australian community will express its disappointment in the way the government has 
conducted itself on this issue and vote the government out of office in 2017. This provides a very interesting 
opportunity to campaign against the government. But, at the end of the day, this is yet another example of a 
broken promise by the Premier that he would not force amalgamations of local councils. It is yet another failure 
by this government to manage itself financially and to deliver decent outcomes for our community. That is a 
significant disappointment. 
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We have before us a very technical bill that has been put in place to assist the government with further alleged 
reform. At this point, we will support that legislation. However, we will see whether the government is willing to 
respond to our concerns and tidy up the bill so that it will deliver the outcomes that everyone wants to achieve. I 
look forward to the opportunity to expand further, on behalf of my community of South Metropolitan, on the 
failure of this government to achieve local government reform. 

HON SAMANTHA ROWE (East Metropolitan) [2.18 pm]: I also rise today to make a contribution to the 
debate on the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013. Like my colleagues Hon Stephen Dawson, Hon 
Ljiljanna Ravlich and Hon Kate Doust, I wish to place on the record a number of concerns, particularly with 
regard to the East Metropolitan Region and the proposed amalgamation of the City of Belmont and the Shire of 
Kalamunda. 

Does the Minister for Mental Health have a comment that she would like to make? 

Hon Helen Morton: I am wondering whether you actually live in east metro now. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I do, yes. 
Hon Helen Morton: You have moved, have you? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Yes. I live in Belmont. 
Hon Helen Morton: I thought that might be the case. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Then why did the minister ask? 
Hon Helen Morton: I just wanted confirmation. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order! Hon Samantha Rowe has the call. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Thank you, Mr Deputy President, I will keep going with my remarks now it has 
been cleared up where I live. 

I have concerns about the amalgamation between the City of Belmont and the Shire of Kalamunda. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members; have some consideration for the member on her feet. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: The bill’s explanatory memorandum states that the primary purpose of the bill is to 
introduce a number of regulatory changes to the local government sector for the purposes of facilitating the 
government’s metropolitan reform agenda. I obviously feel strongly about speaking on this because the areas I 
look after in the East Metropolitan Region—Belmont and Kalamunda—are not supportive of the state 
government’s local government reform process. As I said earlier, I want to place a number of these concerns on 
the record. We know that the Barnett government has broken numerous promises since 2013—so many that it 
has become a bit of a joke. The broken promise about not forcing council amalgamations is probably one of the 
more far reaching promises that the government has broken to date. 

Hon Helen Morton: It is not forced amalgamation, that’s why you can’t get it right. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: It is forced amalgamation, minister. The statements given to the electorate prior to 
the 2013 state election were pretty clear, with the state government making outlandish promises that there would 
be no forced council amalgamations, and we know that is not true. We know it is not the case and that very 
shortly after the state election the Premier did a backflip on those promises, which he made in writing. I have a 
number of articles I can refer to that back this up. In an article on the CanningAccountability website from 
8 April 2013, the Premier, Colin Barnett, was reported as saying — 

“The Government is not to go down the path of widespread forced amalgamations. We do not intend to 
do what Jeff Kennett did in Victoria.” 

On 30 July last year an article that appeared on WAtoday entitled “Colin Barnett ‘lied’ to voters over council 
mergers” states the following — 

Earlier this year, Mr Barnett wrote in a newsletter to residents in his Cottesloe electorate: “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”. 

On Tuesday, 6 August 2013 there was an article entitled “Amalgamation lies” on the Local Govt. and Subiaco 
blog. Local government minister Tony Simpson is reported as saying — 

“We have no interest in forced amalgamations” 
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Despite all these assurances—these false claims—that were made to the public, I assume, just to make sure that 
the government retained power, the state government, quite shortly after being re-elected, said it intends to 
reduce the number of metropolitan councils from 30 to 14 by 2015 by using legislative force. Whatever way we 
look at it, this results in forced amalgamations. Local committees have demonstrated clear opposition, not just in 
the East Metropolitan Region, including the City of Belmont and the Shire of Kalamunda, but in councils all 
over the metropolitan region where there is a clear demonstration opposing forced amalgamations. I do not think 
the state government has taken that seriously, or if it has, it does not seem to be too concerned about it. 
Democratically elected mayors and councillors have expressed strong objection on behalf of their residents, yet 
despite this, the Barnett government still insists that amalgamations are the way to go. It is ridiculous. This 
current amendment bill before us is not fair and I ask the government, if these amalgamations are not forced, to 
speak to the local mayors, councils and CEOs in these metropolitan regions and tell them that they do not have to 
abide by the state government’s reforms and they can still operate as a council without being forced to 
amalgamate. As far as I am aware, that has not happened. The government has not reassured any of the mayors 
who have spoken out against the amalgamations—it has not alleviated their concerns. If it is the case that there 
will not be forced amalgamations, why has the government not done that? The silence is deafening. I do not 
think anything is getting through. A number of mayors have spoken out against the amalgamation reform process 
and they believe the process has been nothing less than shambolic. An article in The West Australian published 
on 30 July 2013 is titled “Metro councils halved in amalgamations”. In that article is a statement by Mr Kevin 
Morgan, the Mayor of Cottesloe in Mr Barnett’s electorate. He said — 

… the move amounted to an “electoral fraud”. 
“It most certainly is going to be a forced amalgamation. That is a force being used despite the Liberal 
Party going to a State election on a platform of no forced amalgamations,” Mr Morgan said. 
“It is a very sad day for democracy in this State.” 

On 5 February 2014, an article appeared in The West Australian titled “Plan robs ratepayers of votes”. It 
states — 

Kalamunda shire president … described the approach as underhanded. “We entered into discussions 
about reform thinking it would be an open and transparent process but this has not been the case so far,” 
she said. 

Even Perth Lord Mayor Lisa Scaffidi is disappointed with the inconsistency of the state government. She said — 
“Today’s revised announcement is a backflip from those directives and highlights a poorly managed 
process. 

Last, but not least, in the Southern Gazette on 12 November last year in an article titled “Frustration at reform 
deviation” the Mayor of the City of Belmont, Councillor Phil Marks stated — 

“This latest major deviation to the original proposal shows a State Government not acting in good faith 
with local government or the community. I question what the next version of the map will bring, how 
many councils it will include and the integrity of the entire reform process.” 

They do not sound like the words of mayors who have been consulted, involved in or even made aware of this 
process. From what we can tell, there has been no transparency and no open dialogue between the state 
government and the metropolitan councils. 

I want to talk about Belmont and Kalamunda and the issue of there being no community of interest. The City of 
Belmont and the Shire of Kalamunda both oppose these forced amalgamations. The City of Belmont is largely a 
metropolitan council. It has some 40 square kilometres of land and a population of around 33 000 people. The 
City of Belmont also has about 5 100 businesses in the area that range from large multinational companies to 
some small home-based companies and businesses. Perth Airport is also within its boundaries, which obviously 
contributes quite a lot to its commercial rate base. Apart from all that the city also has a great sense of 
community and community identity.  

The Shire of Kalamunda, which is also opposed to the amalgamation, is quite different from the City of Belmont. 
The shire has 324 square kilometres of land and a population of around 58 000. That makes it significantly larger 
than the City of Belmont both in geographic size and in population. These issues alone have caused quite a lot of 
friction between the two councils. That has resulted in their failure to put forward a joint submission because 
they are both so —  

Hon Alanna Clohesy: Entrenched. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Entrenched, yes, and opposed to the forced amalgamations. 
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The Shire of Kalamunda argues that it needs fair and real representation and wants to adhere to the principle of 
one vote, one value. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: It wants that principle. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Yes, absolutely. It is a fair and democratic principle. Also Belmont, being a small 
council, also wants equal representation if the amalgamation is to go forward. The Mayor of the City of Belmont, 
Councillor Phil Marks, is concerned that being the smaller of the two councils it will be swallowed up and have 
less of a say on some of the important issues affecting the area. I can understand that both sides are unhappy. 

In the Southern Gazette back on 8 October last year in an article titled “City comes out swinging”, Mayor Phil 
Marks stated that he — 

… seeks initial equal representation for Belmont and Kalamunda, with the same number of elected 
members representing the areas for an interim period of eight years. 
… 
“Before we faced the threat of amalgamation; now we face the threat of Kalamunda actually taking us 
over,” … 

These are real concerns by mayors in the area. I may be wrong, and I would be happy to hear whether the 
minister can confirm that it is not correct, but these mayors have not been consulted. They have clearly not had 
their concerns alleviated by the state government. What we have seen ultimately is mayor pitted against mayor. 
That is not the way we should be doing reform. That is not the basis for local government reform. 

Another significant difference between Belmont and Kalamunda, apart from geographic size, is population 
density. The Shire of Kalamunda has 180 people per square kilometre compared with 825 in the City of 
Belmont. That means there are very different lifestyles in those two areas. Belmont is quite an urbanised area 
with lots of high-density housing growing there. The concerns of residents therefore are more around suburban 
crime rates and issues with high-density housing; whereas Kalamunda’s concerns are about bushfire safety and 
bushland maintenance. To merge the two councils is therefore not logical. There is no community of interest. 

Hon Helen Morton: Some councils do both already. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: These two councils do not feel that they can. The councils are not in favour and the 
community is not in favour of amalgamation. The most common argument that I have heard from residents in 
Kalamunda and Belmont is that there is no community of interest if they merge. They do not want the merger to 
happen. It is not just the councils but also the residents who do not want it. I do not think that the state 
government’s simplistic one-size-fits-all model is going to work. The government cannot expect these different 
communities with different rate bases and different needs to work because the government has to reduce the 
number of metropolitan councils from 30 to 14. It is almost like the maps were drawn up and these two councils 
were left over and the government has said that they must fit in somewhere.  

Another issue I want to raise is the potential impact on rates for residents. This has been a real concern for the 
residents of Belmont and Kalamunda. Of course it is a concern for residents all over the metropolitan region, not 
just in the East Metropolitan Region. However, we all know that these reforms are likely to impact on people’s 
council rates. In other parts of Australia where council amalgamations have occurred, rates have increased 
significantly. The concern, therefore, in communities is real. I will use a Western Australian example. The 
amalgamation of the City of Greater Geraldton, as it is now known, resulted in some pretty extreme rate 
increases; I think 30 per cent in some areas due to the amalgamation. That is a significant increase at a time 
when people are already struggling. People in WA are already doing it tough. They have already had to wear the 
increase in electricity prices thanks to the state government, and now they are being asked potentially to wear an 
increase in council rates as well. The logical flow-on effect of merging two councils with different rate bases and 
different levels of financial sustainability is that something has to give: either rates will go up or services will go 
down. The Leader of the Opposition, Mark McGowan, put it quite succinctly on ABC online news earlier this 
month when he said — 

At the end of the day, we’ll end up with less local democracy and less local say, and higher rates, it’s 
been an appalling process from start to finish. 

I could not agree more. 

During the local government elections I had the opportunity to speak to a number of candidates at the City of 
Belmont council election. They were concerned about input from residents in that they should have their say on 
amalgamation in a poll. I was told that the Belmont residents overwhelmingly favoured a poll so that they could 
show their opposition to the forced amalgamation of their council with the Shire of Kalamunda. I was also told 
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that a community group in the area collected hundreds of signatures on a petition opposing the amalgamation of 
Belmont and Kalamunda, and that the candidates who were successful during the local council election were 
overwhelmingly swept in based on the fact that they were out there campaigning on — 

Hon Helen Morton: Scaremongering. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: No, it was not on scaremongering at all. They had hundreds of signatures. I do not 
think the minister can keep her head in the sand. The issue is real. These people were swept in because they were 
campaigning on issues that are real to the community. These are real concerns for the community of Belmont. 

We know that historically polls have been the most practical tool for gauging the community’s attitude towards 
amalgamation. Also the polls conducted under schedule 2.1 of the Local Government Act have the power to stop 
an amalgamation if a community voices its objection through a democratic vote.  

In 2011, almost 80 per cent of electors in Perenjori voted on the question of amalgamation. The result was 93 per 
cent to seven per cent, which meant the amalgamation did not proceed. This was democracy at work. It is an 
example of people exercising their right to self-determine the future of their local councils. It shows that the 
Dadour provision works and that they are important. It gives a voice to the community. 

In this metropolitan local government reform process, the right of the people to democratically determine the fate 
of their councils has been torn away, and it is through a loophole in the legislation that the Barnett government 
has taken away this right. It is by amalgamating councils under the guise of boundary changes that the 
government has taken away the right of the people themselves to decide the question of amalgamation. People 
may not necessarily understand the difference between a boundary change and an amalgamation but they do 
know that the impact will be the same. They know that they will lose the local component of their local 
government if they are forced into amalgamating with another council. The state government has tried 
previously to remove the Dadour provisions from the act. We know that it had to abandon that idea, but now it is 
resorting to trickier means to subvert the democratic rights of Western Australians. 

Several government members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order members; Hon Samantha Rowe has the call. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: The Barnett government knows these reforms are deeply unpopular. Members of 
the government know they are; they just have to go out and speak to local communities in the metropolitan 
region. They only have to speak to their local mayors, chief executive officers and councils to know that these 
reforms, as they stand, are deeply unpopular. Removing the right of people to vote on the amalgamation is 
simply undemocratic. Those opposite know that is true. A poll on amalgamations took place in Kalamunda 
between April and May last year. The question put to residents was: “Do you, as an elector of the Shire of 
Kalamunda, support the amalgamation of the Shire of Kalamunda with one or more other local governments?” 
The community poll was sent to all eligible voters in the Shire of Kalamunda with a total of 13 523 individuals 
voting no and only 1 721 individuals voting yes. 

Hon Helen Morton: What was the total percentage of people who voted? 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: If the member lets me finish, she will hear. This equates to 88.6 per cent of 
residents across all wards saying they did not support the amalgamation of Kalamunda with one or more local 
governments. 

Hon Helen Morton: Eighty-eight per cent of people did not respond! 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Minister, I have not finished. If you would like to calm down and listen, you will 
get the answer. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! We allow a certain amount of interjection but continual interjection on 
someone who is trying to debate the bill is a bit unreasonable. I give the call to Hon Samantha Rowe. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Before I was rudely interrupted I was saying that votes were received from 
40.94 per cent of all electors in the shire. This is one of the highest responses to any local government election 
process in the shire over the past decade. So, minister, it was 40 per cent. Out of the 40 per cent who voted in the 
poll, 88.6 per cent voted against an amalgamation. This poll sends a clear message that the people of Kalamunda 
do not want to be forced into an amalgamation with the City of Belmont. It is fair to say that if Kalamunda was 
able to take a poll under the Dadour provisions the result would not be in favour of an amalgamation. I think that 
is clear from the poll taken last year. 
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In December 2013 the Belmont council unanimously passed a motion to poll residents this year. Councillors who 
spoke to the motion noted the overwhelming desire of residents to have a say through a vote. A newly launched 
“Back Belmont” campaign has been set up to reflect this. There are also other council campaigns to demonstrate 
strong objection to the amalgamations. 

Hon Helen Morton: Who is the chair of that? 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: It is through the Belmont council and if you listened, member, you would hear that. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Samantha Rowe has the call. Other members will have an 
opportunity in their second reading speeches but at the moment Hon Samantha Rowe has the call. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: In addition to angering local communities, the Barnett government has also created 
an environment of extreme uncertainty for those who work in the local government sector. Many of the 
employees who work for local councils are long-term and long serving members of their communities and not 
necessarily paid all that well. The local government industry award rate for a level 1 employee is $665.20. This 
is the minimum weekly rate. The level 11 award rate is $1 207.50 per week. I am sure these workers now have 
no certainty whether they will be able to continue their employment. They have received no firm information 
about the future of their employment. They do not know if widespread redundancies are on the cards. They do 
not know where their work location may be in the future or if they will need to reskill in order to hold their 
position. They are not getting answers and this contributes to a feeling of uncertainty in these already 
challenging times. We have already seen the unemployment rate in Western Australia jump from 4.6 per cent to 
5.1 per cent. It is not unreasonable for people working in local government to have some assurance about their 
employment and some sort of consultation from the government. We have already seen large-scale public 
service job losses. Yet another broken election promise, but I will not go down the road of this government’s 
broken election promises since the state election. I will, however, highlight the fact that there are many people 
who feel that have not been consulted, engaged or even included in discussions about the Local Government 
Amendment Bill 2013. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: They feel powerless. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Yes, honourable member, they do feel powerless. That is not to say that local 
government reform is not needed in the state. I am not saying that at all. Western Australian Labor does not 
oppose reform; however, we do oppose unpopular amalgamations that have no real compelling evidence in their 
favour being forced on communities that are adamantly opposed to them. The government has not conducted a 
cost–benefit analysis to support its case for the merger of Kalamunda and Belmont and, as far as I am aware, for 
any of the metropolitan councils. I will happily be corrected and presented with the findings, but I know that 
when I asked a question earlier this week, I was told that no cost–benefit analysis is being undertaken for the 
merger of the City of Belmont and the Shire of Kalamunda. It is bad business practice to go down this path of 
reform without knowing how much it will cost. No cost–benefit analysis of any kind has been undertaken and 
potentially the cost of this reform package will be huge. We have a community that is upset by the process; 
people are perplexed because they have been left in the dark. We have all been left in the dark when it comes to 
the cost of the reform. The government has not been forthcoming with any information. Even Tony Simpson, the 
Minister for Local Government, does not seem able to inform us of the cost of this merger. 

A 6 February 2014 article from the ABC titled “Local Government Minister Tony Simpson unsure how much 
council amalgamations will cost” quotes the minister as saying — 

 We’re still working through that, it’s still a considerable amount of money. 

The beautiful part about today was that we launched a tool kit, and the tool kit goes a long way to 
identify the cost that will be needed in this process so we’ll have more of an idea of the cost but it will 
be in the millions of dollars. 

It is becoming increasingly clear that the cost of this process is completely unknown, which is very dangerous 
ground for a government that is in economic strife. As members know, WA was stripped of its AAA credit rating 
in September last year. An Australian Broadcasting Commission online article stated — 

Ratings agency Standard and Poor’s says the downgrade has occurred because of declining revenues 
and a blow-out in the state’s debt. 

It seems that the government cannot be trusted to run our state, certainly not our finances. We have lost our AAA 
credit rating. We do not know how many millions the local government reform package on the table will cost 
because no-one can answer that question. The government cannot provide an answer as to how many millions of 
dollars it will cost for councils that are not even interested in a merger. 
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Another concern that I place on the record is the argument that government advocates of this unpopular reform 
package have used to defend it; namely, that it is on the ground of an economies of scale. In 2003 a Hawker 
report found no seriously compelling argument for local council amalgamations on the grounds of cost reduction 
or improved efficiencies. That certainly contradicts the government’s economies-of-scale argument, which it has 
yet to prove to the people of Western Australia. 

A leading local government researcher, Brian Dollery, made some interesting comments in a report he prepared 
on council amalgamations and financial sustainability. He writes — 

… with respect to amalgamation the weight of evidence finds few cost savings and ‘strongly indicates 
that such savings need to be ploughed back into other areas, notably asset management’. Thus ‘we can 
conclude that any efficiency gains from consolidation should not be expected to deliver significant 
reductions in rates and charges, as has often been claimed’. 

He continues — 

… there is every reason to expect that no uniform pattern of economies of scale will emerge across the 
range of good and services produced by Australian councils. 

… 

‘There is no functionally optimal size for municipal governments because different municipal activities 
have quite different optimal areas’. 

It is not unreasonable for the people of Western Australia to expect detailed costings of such a process, 
especially given that a democratic right might be removed. The community is angered because it has not been 
presented with a business case of the reform process. Electors find it offensive that the government has presumed 
to go ahead with this reform process without a business case and knowing full well that communities, councils, 
mayors and chief executive officers are not in favour of it. 

I turn to the clause in the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013 that pertains to the Local Government 
Advisory Board. We understand that the makeup of the board needs to be and remain independent. We are 
concerned about that independence if the minister is given power to veto nominations. That is a real concern for 
Labor members and questions will be asked if this bill goes to the committee stage. There is also the issue of the 
power for the Local Government Standards Panel to dismiss frivolous and vexatious complaints. Although I am 
not opposed to such reforms, it is important that we get a clear understanding of the definition of “frivolous” and 
“vexatious” complaints. 
Hon Helen Morton: Did you go to the briefings? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: No, I was in a committee hearing and was unable to go. I am sure the minister will 
fill me in when she gives her second reading reply. 

I will make my concluding remarks, because I know that other members want to make a contribution and place 
their concerns on the record. This bill will make important changes. Reform is required, but a number of 
troubling amendments require clarification. I am sure the minister will be able to do that when she gives her 
second reading reply speech. If not, I know that we can ask questions during the committee stage if necessary. I 
urge the Barnett government and the Minister for Local Government to reconsider their agenda. They must listen 
to the communities, mayors and CEOs that are opposed to the reform package before they make these changes 
without consultation and without a cost–benefit analysis. I urge the government to communicate with Western 
Australian electors. It is their democratic right to have a say on whether or not their council is amalgamated. The 
minister fails to understand that. 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [2.55 pm]: I rise this afternoon to make a contribution as lead 
speaker for the National Party on the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013. Although there has been recent 
debate about recognising local government in our nation’s Constitution, it has for some time been recognised in 
the National Party’s constitution. A fundamental objective of our party is the devolution of power wherever 
practicable from the commonwealth to the state government and from the state government to local government. 
Furthermore, at the most recent state conference of the National Party in York last year, members passed a 
motion that the state conference of the Nationals WA supports voluntary local government reform and reaffirms 
its commitment to opposing compulsory amalgamations in regional Western Australia. Our party has long held 
those fundamental views because local government in the regions is quite different from local government in 
Perth. Local government is the only government in some country towns. Country local governments are often 
involved in a range of activities that one would not ordinarily see metropolitan local government involved in, 
including the provision of general practitioners and other medical and aged care services, telecommunication 
infrastructure, childcare facilities, emergency services including fire and ambulance, and supporting in some 
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cases the local store and service stations. These positions and our understanding and experience of local 
government underpin our support for the bill. My parliamentary National Party colleagues in the other place and 
I have worked extensively on this bill over the past several months. I will comment on that later in my 
contribution. 

The Local Government Amendment Bill 2013 contains many amendments to the act. Some relate directly to the 
local government reform process; others are an opportunity to clean up and clarify other sections of the act. I will 
commence my remarks with some of the least contentious parts of the bill before moving to some of the more 
contentious ones that have been canvassed over the last couple of days. 

Clause 5 removes provisions that currently make it an offence under the Local Government Act to make or 
publish false or defamatory statements during an election period. From the briefing I attended it is my 
understanding that these changes were requested by the WA Electoral Commission. I had a look at the Electoral 
Act 1907, which is, as members know, the act which governs the elections from which we find ourselves in this 
place, and very similar terms and provisions are used in the state electoral act. According to the explanatory 
memorandum tabled with this bill, legal advice suggested that this section be deleted as having it retained within 
the act might violate the implied freedoms of political communications provided for in the state and federal 
Constitutions. The explanatory memorandum also suggests that this section of the act has become redundant 
with the passage of the Defamation Act, which I think was around 2005. 

Clauses 6 and 7 of the bill relate to the payment of fees and allowances to council members. As somebody who 
has not been involved in local government as a councillor as other members of this house have but as somebody 
who has been in and around working with local government for some time, I thought it was interesting that 
sometimes those fees and allowances are paid in advance. According to the minister’s second reading speech, 
these clauses will achieve three things: firstly, the bill will clarify that determinations of the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal will apply to all regional local governments formed under the Local Government Act; 
secondly, the bill will ensure that the fees and allowances payable to council members are consistent with those 
under the Local Government Act; and, thirdly, the bill will empower the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal to 
make determinations in circumstances of a council member holding office for less than their full term. Clause 7 
includes regulation-making powers related to the recovery of allowances and fees paid to council members in 
advance, as I mentioned earlier, should they cease to hold office during the period that relates to their election. 
Clauses 6 and 7 also clarify the relationship between local government and the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal. Members will know that it is a fairly recent relationship that the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal has 
had with local government and the determination of fees and allowances. Those clauses will help clarify 
provisions of the act as they apply to regional local governments. 

Clauses 8 and 9 of the bill are, in my view, important amendments that relate to the Local Government Standards 
Panel. The amendments in clause 8 will give the Local Government Standards Panel the discretion to continue or 
not continue—whatever the case may be—with a complaint after the complainant has withdrawn their 
complaint. I understand that the process at the moment is that once a complainant withdraws a complaint, the 
standards panel is obliged to fulfil the investigation and report in the full sense. The discretion will now be 
applied to that standards panel so that it can make a decision based on the facts of the circumstance; perhaps if it 
feels the complainant has been pressured to withdraw the complaint that would be a valid reason for continuing 
the investigation of a withdrawn complaint. 

Clause 8 sets out the process relating to the withdrawal of a complaint against a council member and retains that 
discretion, as I mentioned. Clause 9 gives discretion to the standards panel to refuse to deal with a complaint if it 
is satisfied that the complaint is frivolous, vexatious, misconceived or without substance. I was fairly 
comfortable with the briefing from the Department of Local Government and Communities in relation to that 
matter specifically. 

Clause 17 of the bill will ensure that chief executive officers and senior employees of local government who 
have their contracts varied or terminated as a result of a reform process or perhaps through some other means 
have an entitlement to a maximum compensation of one year’s remuneration. I had conversations with the Local 
Government Managers Australia WA, and I am sure most members of this house will have at least received 
correspondence in relation to this clause from it throughout the lead-up to the deliberations on this bill. On 
balance, however, I feel that this clause provides fairness. Keep in mind that all permanent employees will be 
guaranteed two years’ employment following a reform process, and those choosing to end their employment will 
be limited to one year’s remuneration. I think that is a very generous and fair arrangement, and I think many 
employees in the workforce do not currently have that same level of protection or job security. In fact, I am sure 
members of this place would like to be the beneficiary of 12 months’ paid termination benefits should we leave 
this chamber through one form or the other. 
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I would like to expand my views on two clauses of the bill in relation to local government reform. Those clauses 
relate to the Local Government Advisory Board membership, and the board taking note of government policy—a 
couple of areas that I think the majority of the debate has focused on thus far over the past day or two. As 
members would be aware, the bill presented to other place on 30 October 2013 was subsequently amended by 
the Minister for Local Government. The amendments to the bill were pursued and negotiated by the National 
Party over many weeks, if not months, of negotiations with the Minister for Local Government. The Nationals 
consulted during this time fairly extensively, I think, with the local government sector, including the Western 
Australian Local Government Association, Local Government Managers Australia WA, local zones of WALGA 
within our electorates, and individual local governments, amongst other groups and individuals involved in the 
industry. The Nationals were able to successfully negotiate the removal of clauses that would have forced the 
Local Government Advisory Board to have regard for any general or specific policy advised to the board by the 
minister. We thought that was a fairly important aspect of having a Local Government Advisory Board 
independent enough to be able to make the decisions it needed to in relation to proposals it had received and 
assessed. The amendment to this clause of the bill will allow the minister to continue to advise the Local 
Government Advisory Board of government policy; however, the board does not have to act in accordance with 
that policy. The LGAB plays a very important role in the administration of local government in this state, and it 
is important that it remains impartial from government in relation to the performance of its functions, particularly 
in assessing the proposals to amalgamate local governments. 

That leads me to the second of the two matters that the Nationals sought amendment on in relation to this bill, 
which was the increase in capacity to the Local Government Advisory Board. I completely appreciate the 
minister’s desire to increase the number of board members on the Local Government Advisory Board because, 
let us be real, the Local Government Advisory Board is going to have a lot of work on its plate over the next year 
or two, assessing a large number of proposals. Having recently reviewed some of its work in relation to some 
local governments in my electorate, it was promising to see the extent to which it undertakes its work and the 
extent it goes to to consult with the community, the industry and the local governments concerned in assessing 
every proposal that comes before it. The original bill that was presented to the other place included provisions to 
increase the membership of the Local Government Advisory Board from five to seven. We were concerned that 
adding those two community members to the Local Government Advisory Board, as previously suggested by the 
Minister for Local Government, would change the balance of that board and potentially compromise its 
independence from government. Currently, the Local Government Advisory Board consists of one person 
nominated by the minister, two persons having experience as a council member appointed from a list submitted 
to the minister by WALGA, one person having experience as a local government CEO appointed from a list 
submitted to the minister by the LGMA, and one officer of the Department of Local Government, nominated by 
the minister. If the additional two community members appointed by the minister had been accepted by 
Parliament, as set out in the bill in its original form, in our view, this would have weakened the board’s 
independence as four of those representatives on the Local Government Advisory Board would essentially now 
be representatives of the minister. 

The amendments to the bill that the Nationals sought would have increased the board to nine members; that is, 
the addition of the two community members who were originally flagged by the Minister for Local Government 
and two additional members nominated from a list submitted to the minister by WALGA. The two current 
members of the LGAB are appointed from a list submitted to the minister by WALGA, and these two additional 
members would be appointed in a similar fashion. This retains some balance on the board, although narrowly, 
with five members being representatives of the local government sector and the other four being appointed at the 
discretion of the minister and the government of the day. 

Hon Nick Goiran: But the other five are still appointed by the minister. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: They are still appointed but they are appointed through a process initiated by 
WALGA and the LGMA. 

Clause 18 is reflective of these amendments to the bill and, importantly, increases the capacity of the LGAB to 
continue to assess the very large number of proposals on potential amalgamations of local government that it has 
received. 

Clauses 19 to 22 relate to consequential amendments. A range of issues are canvassed in those clauses, including 
the appointment of deputies. The number of names WALGA must submit to the minister for appointment will 
increase from nine to 12. The quorum of the board will increase from three to five. Finally, there are a number of 
changes to the operations of a committee of the board. Most of that relates to the expansion of the LGAB from 
five to nine. 
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As I briefly suggested in my earlier remarks, the Local Government Advisory Board had done some work with 
local governments in my electorate and as recently as January of this year, assessed a proposal to amalgamate the 
shires of Cunderdin, Quairading, Tammin and York. Its recommendation in this instance was that the 
amalgamation of those four shires should not proceed. 

Hon Ken Travers: Because they want to know what government policy is. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: That is not my reading of the report. I look forward to the contribution of Hon 
Ken Travers on that proposal. 

When the LGAB released its report, members opposite were quick to criticise the government on the basis that 
the government had an agenda to amalgamate local governments but its Local Government Advisory Board was 
recommending against amalgamation. That is exactly the point that the Nationals have tried to protect—the 
independence of the Local Government Advisory Board to make decisions based on the merits presented to it. I 
am sure that if the Local Government Advisory Board had come back and said that they should be amalgamated, 
the opposition would have claimed that this was all part of the government’s plan to amalgamate local 
governments by sacking the LGAB. 

This is the first assessment of an amalgamation that I have paid close examination to, as I said in my earlier 
remarks. The work that went into both the assessment of the proposal and the regional business plan that was 
developed by the local governments and their consultants was extensive. I am sure that those involved in this 
project would be disappointed in the outcome. However, there is one glaring similarity in my view between the 
proposed amalgamation that I have just spoken about and a similar one in recent years with the shire and town of 
Narrogin and the Shire of Cuballing. We should remember that this proposal was supported by the Local 
Government Advisory Board, another voluntary process of three local governments entering into a process to 
seek amalgamation. The Local Government Advisory Board recommended the amalgamation, only to have that 
amalgamation later defeated by the poll provisions under schedule 2.1 in clause 8 of the act. 

Engagement and communication with the community by local government is critical to the success of any 
reform process, including amalgamation. That is one thing that really was quite clear, having had some 
understanding of what happened in Narrogin and Cuballing and reading the report from the LGAB recently on 
the south east Avon shires. There has been some criticism in this place about the consultation process that is 
involved in assessing proposals to amalgamate local governments. I encourage members to look at the Local 
Government Advisory Board assessment of the proposal to amalgamate the shires of Cunderdin, Quairading, 
Tammin and York. In the report that was presented in January, there is quite an extensive section on 
consultation. When the LGAB received this proposal and the regional business plan from local governments in 
the south east Avon, it initiated quite an extensive consultation process. It made some comments in its 
recommendations that the consultation between the local governments involved and the community could have 
been better. That is something that we and the Department of Local Government and Communities in particular 
need to work closely with local governments to manage. 

I might just briefly outline the consultation process that the LGAB undertook to informally assess the proposal. 
Firstly, it obviously met with all of the affected local governments. There were four local governments in this 
case that entered into a voluntary process to amalgamate. There is extensive documentation in the report of each 
of those meetings, the concerns of each of those local governments and some of the challenges and opportunities 
that the LGAB perceived from those meetings. There were also public hearings in each of the four local 
governments. We should keep in mind that these are regional local governments, and the population is much 
smaller than in the metropolitan area. Some 309 people turned out to those four public hearings in Tammin, 
Cunderdin, Quairading and York. The Local Government Advisory Board also held private hearings with four 
groups. It obviously did not disclose who the groups were that attended those private hearings but it did 
document in its report all the issues raised by those four groups during those hearings. It also took public 
submissions. It received 195 public submissions. In this instance, 21 supported the proposal to amalgamate those 
four local governments and 161 opposed the proposal to amalgamate those local governments. That is quite a 
robust process of consultation, noting my remarks earlier that often local government is at that grassroots level 
and is probably best placed to counter some of the negativity around the form of local governments, including 
the amalgamations. That was one of the failings of the Cuballing and Narrogin example, where perhaps the 
communication between the local governments and the community could have been stronger and more 
responsive so that some of the things that were being said within the community about what the reforms would 
mean to them could have been countered and challenged with information. 

Since the LGAB presented that report in January, I have not had an opportunity to meet with those four local 
governments involved but I am sure—I have seen media reports that have confirmed this—that those local 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 20 February 2014] 

 p382b-406a 
Hon Kate Doust; Hon Samantha Rowe; Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Darren West; Hon Paul Brown; Deputy 

President 

 [17] 

governments will continue to look at their options on reform and how they might be able to continue to 
collaborate or look at other ways in which they might be able to work more closely together.  

I hope my speech this afternoon is not perceived as saying that the Nationals are opposed to reform of local 
government, because our position is quite the opposite. In the last Parliament, the Nationals introduced a bill to 
give effect to a regional subsidiaries model. The government also introduced its own regional subsidiaries bill. I 
think one of those bills was introduced into the Assembly. However, neither of those bills passed through the 
two houses of the Parliament before the dissolution of the thirty-eighth Parliament. 

As members who served in the last Parliament would know, the Standing Committee on Legislation of the 
Legislative Council inquired into the Local Government Amendment (Regional Subsidiaries) Bill 2010 and 
reported to the house in September 2011. Hon Michael Mischin chaired that committee, and other members of 
this house were also involved in that committee inquiry process. 

The Western Australian Local Government Association made a submission to that committee inquiry, and with 
the indulgence of the house I would like to read from the executive summary of that submission. I could try to 
inform the house about some of the reform options. However, looking back at what the Western Australian Local 
Government Association presented to the committee at that time—keeping in mind this was September 2011—I 
believe that sums up better than I can some of the options that are available to local governments, in particular 
regional local governments. It states, in part — 

Regional shared service delivery mechanisms provide an opportunity for Local Governments to 
generate efficiencies by achieving economies of scale appropriate to particular services. The focus on 
shared services is due, in part, to the recognition that wholesale amalgamations of Local Governments 
do not necessarily generate significant efficiency dividends. 

In Western Australia, Local Governments are limited in their ability to establish shared service 
structures by the legislative provisions of the Local Government Act 1995. Under the Act Local 
Governments are able to establish Regional Local Governments to deliver services on behalf of member 
Local Governments. Regional Local Governments carry a significant compliance burden because, for 
regulatory and compliance purposes, a Regional Local Government is treated as if it were a Local 
Government. Local Governments are also able to establish incorporated associations but there has been 
limited take up by Local Governments of this model. 

There are a number of other shared service models available to Local Governments in other states of 
Australia and New Zealand that have applicability to Western Australia. A key model, which is the 
subject of the Local Government Amendment (Regional Subsidiaries) Bill 2010 and this submission, is 
the Regional Subsidiary model in operation in South Australia. 

Under this model, two or more Local Governments are able to establish a regional subsidiary to 
undertake a shared service function on behalf of its constituent Local Governments. The model provides 
increased flexibility when compared to the Regional Local Government model because regional 
subsidiaries are primarily governed and regulated by a charter rather than legislation. While the regional 
subsidiary model’s governance structure is primarily representative, the model also allows independent 
and commercially focussed directors to be appointed to the board of management. This is another 
benefit of the regional subsidiary model in comparison to the Regional Local Government model which 
utilises a wholly representative governance structure. Another benefit of the regional subsidiary model 
is the increased oversight provided by a singly-focussed board in comparison to a Council with a 
multitude of concerns and responsibilities. 

Regional subsidiaries have been operating successfully in South Australia for many years and one 
example worthy of examination is the Eastern Health Authority (EHA). The EHA provides 
environmental health services to its five constituent councils in Adelaide’s inner northern and eastern 
suburbs. The EHA provides financial and non-financial benefits to the Local Governments involved 
which translates to more effective and more efficient services for the Local Governments’ communities. 
The regional subsidiary model is also applicable to Western Australia provided the legislative setting is 
appropriate. 

A key advantage of the regional subsidiary model is the use of a charter, as opposed to legislation, as 
the primary governance and regulatory instrument. Accordingly, the legislative provisions governing 
the establishment of regional subsidiaries should be light leaving most of the regulation to the regional 
subsidiary charter, which can be adapted to suit the specific circumstances of each regional subsidiary. 

Further reform of the Local Government Act 1995 should also be considered. Firstly, the compliance 
burden associated with Regional Local Governments should be reduced. Secondly, the Act should be 
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amended to allow Local Governments to establish Local Government Enterprises which are arms-
length, Local Government owned corporations. Local Government Enterprises are utilised in 
Queensland and New Zealand (Council Controlled Organisations) to provide a range of Local 
Government services in a commercial and strategic way while separated from the Local Government’s 
everyday operations. The Local Government Enterprises model provides more effective and efficient 
services for Local Governments with reduced risk and superior oversight and accountability from a 
skills based board. 

Local Governments should be encouraged to enter into suitable shared service arrangements by an 
appropriate legislative and regulatory setting that balances the need for flexibility in service delivery 
with suitable accountability and oversight provisions. Amendment of the Local Government Act 1995, 
as proposed by the Local Government Amendment (Regional Subsidiaries) Bill 2010, to allow Local 
Governments to establish regional subsidiaries is an important step in the right direction and will 
provide Local Governments with an important tool for delivering effective and efficient services to their 
communities; however further legislative reform is required to encompass the Local Government 
Enterprises model and reduced compliance requirements for Regional Local Governments. 

The Local Government Act 1995 should be amended to provide Local Governments with the ability to 
select from a range of regional service delivery models appropriate to the service or services and 
particular circumstances. 

I apologise to members, because that was a lengthy quote. But it is important. The Western Australian Local 
Government Association is thinking quite broadly about the reform options that are available in regional Western 
Australia. I reinforce that the Nationals are also interested in pursuing some of the alternative reform options for 
local governments. 

I am aware that this week, WALGA has been conducting a series of forums with local governments. I met with 
some local governments on Monday, and they said they had representatives at forums at Perth with WALGA 
that were examining this very matter. We look forward to seeing the outcomes of those forums and to learning 
from some of the experiences both interstate and overseas so that we can make local government in regional 
Western Australia in particular more sustainable. 

I mentioned earlier that a few issues have been raised in the debate over the past 24 hours. I have addressed some 
of the concerns raised by members opposite about the ability of the community to participate and be consulted in 
this process. The notion was put that the minister can, in a matter of minutes, simply by the stroke of a pen, 
create a new local government boundary. That is complete nonsense, and those members who are purporting that 
as a reality are misleading the community. 

Some comments were made about the management of rates during an amalgamation process. It is worth 
members looking at the process that was undertaken by LGAB during its assessment of the south east Avon 
proposal. That was a reasonable way of dealing with rate variability. Obviously, all councils set their own rate 
levels. The local governments involved with that proposal had different rate levels, and in their regional business 
plan they used a five-year transition period to move towards a singular rate structure, and I think that is quite 
reasonable. 

We heard from Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, who was commenting about the wheatbelt local governments last night; I 
think she mentioned there were some 40 of them. I think I have 61 of the state’s local governments in my 
electorate. It is very hard to be able to deal on a daily basis, let alone an annual basis, with 61 local governments. 
However, I had the opportunity to go to the Shire of Carnamah on Monday of this week to speak to some of its 
local government councillors and staff. 

Members will know that the Shire of Carnamah was subject to a hostile takeover proposal by a neighbouring 
shire not that long ago. Again, this proposal was assessed by the Local Government Advisory Board and rejected 
at the time. It is something that its members were still prepared to talk about. However, the other thing that they 
were talking about was their concerns about the position of the members of the Labor Party. I could not help but 
note the comments in the Legislative Assembly of 3 December last year, when the member for Cockburn was 
talking about local governments. This is what the member for Cockburn had to say — 

The question becomes: what is this whole process of local government reform trying to achieve? There 
are 139 councils in Western Australia. Thirty of them are in the metropolitan region. If we were to 
begin local government reform, where would we start? If we were looking at inefficient and small local 
governments to try to get some efficiencies of scale and change, would we start for example at 
Carnamah, with a population of 546, which, since 2006, has dropped 27 per cent? Would we start at 
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Broomehill–Tambellup, with a population of 1 100; Cuballing, with a population of 890; or Koorda 
with a population of 596? 

The member for Cockburn was ably assisted by the member for Girrawheen and the member for Albany — 

Hon Darren West: And Hon Phil Edman! 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I will come to that, Hon Darren West! They pointed out what they perceived to be 
inefficiencies in regional local governments. I will return to the point that I made at the beginning of my speech 
this afternoon; that is, it is my view that regional local governments are very different beasts to local 
governments in the metropolitan area. They are very important organisations in our communities. As I said, they 
are often the only government presence that we have in our towns. 

We often complain as state members of Parliament about the things that we have to do in addressing the 
shortcomings of the federal government. When I go and actually sit down with regional councillors, they talk to 
me about some of challenges that they face, as well as some of things they are having to do in their communities 
to keep them vibrant and maintain their levels of service and facility. The argument is not that different. I do not 
think we will find too many councillors from local governments in regional Western Australia opposed to local 
government reform. In fact, I have not met one who has said to me that they are opposed to local government 
reform. I am sure that there are many who are opposed to forced amalgamations of local government, as am I. 
However, I think all of them are looking at their options for reform. 

This afternoon I have provided some examples of local governments actually entering into voluntary 
amalgamation processes. Sometimes, they have not been successful, either through a recommendation of the 
Local Government Advisory board or, perhaps, through the poll provisions of schedule 2.1 of the act. However, I 
think that is why the Nationals, as regional members, really do have quite a strong and united view with our 
position on regional local governments; we have a different value for them. I do not share the views of Hon Phil 
Edman, surprisingly; however, we all cannot agree on everything. We will continue to advocate for some of 
those reform options. I know and hope that the Minister for Local Government—through the process in which he 
has engaged with us on this bill—will continue to engage with us on some of the options available to local 
government in our towns and communities. To conclude my remarks this afternoon, the National Party will be 
supporting the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013. We are satisfied with the bill as presented to the house. 
Thank you. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [3.35 pm]: I have just heard the most astonishing contribution from a 
person who represents a regional electorate. I was sitting here thinking that this sounds like something we would 
expect from a city-based member of Parliament. I am sure there will be councillors from regional local 
governments who will be quite interested in the transcript that I will be sending them from the previous National 
Party speaker. I might add that, for many of the members of the National Party, it does not matter as much to 
them what happens in country local governments because they do not live there. However, it does matter to 
people who do live there, including me. I have some very, very serious and, I believe, some extraordinarily — 

Point of Order 

Hon PAUL BROWN: Madam Deputy President, the honourable member has just made some fairly disparaging 
comments about other regional members here that we do not live in our electorates. I would like him to rectify 
those comments and apologise to the Parliament. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy): There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon DARREN WEST: I thank you, Madam Deputy President. Clearly, this is a very big issue for me as a 
person who lives in regional Western Australia. This bill is important to not only me, but also local governments. 
I take on board what Hon Martin Aldridge says about the member for Cockburn’s comments because, yes, he 
lives in the city. He represents a city electorate; he has been involved in city local government and that is his 
view. I find it odd that a member for the Agricultural Region would hold a similar view, and I will go on to 
explain why that is. Again, as I have said, it means a lot to members when they live in areas most affected by 
local government amalgamation. My concerns with this bill lie not so much with what is in the bill, but lie with 
what should be in the bill, and I will go on to explain a little bit more. 

For the benefit of government members opposite, I did go along to the very informative briefing that answered a 
lot of our questions; nevertheless, it pointed out to me the deficiencies of this piece of legislation. There are a 
few givens to be said before we start debating the legislation. One, the Premier went to the election saying that 
there would be no forced local government amalgamations. That is code for this Premier to say that there will be 
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forced local government amalgamations because, as I have pointed out before, the Premier has 43 or 44, I think 
we are up to now — 

Hon Kate Doust: Fifty-one! 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, some 51 promises now on the www.broken.promises website! For all 
members who have their laptops open and who want to go there, it is www.brokenpromises.org.au. Members 
will see 51 broken promises. What he has cleverly done with this piece of legislation is actually not forced 
amalgamations. It is called “boundary change”, which is another way of saying forced amalgamations. There are 
some semantics, some spin. No doubt the office staff from the Premier’s media unit are earning their significant 
salaries, and that is what they are paid to do. However, there are some semantics in here that are most important 
to regional Western Australia. As has been pointed out, in my electorate there are 61 local governments. The 
government’s position on this is clear: for a long time, it has been trying to amalgamate, reform, restructure or 
boundary change local governments. The Liberal–National coalition government believes that there are savings 
to be made, given that the budget is in a parlous and unsustainable state, and for a long time it has looked to 
significantly reform local government. 

Our argument from the regions has always been: sort out the western suburbs of Perth. There is a greater case for 
reform in the western suburbs of Perth, but of course a Liberal government is very unlikely to do that. Labor’s 
position is that it is against forced local government amalgamations, or boundary changes—we can call it what 
we like, but our position is very clear. The problem for the conservatives is that they need a way to do both. They 
need a way to not forcibly amalgamate local governments, but to do it by another method. I note that the Dadour 
amendment has been, for the purposes of our briefing, preserved. However, this legislation allows easy 
sidestepping. 

Hon Paul Brown interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am not surprised at that. The National Party has misread this issue and has one belief. 
I will spend the next little while explaining why it should not hold that view; it is bad for the National Party’s 
electorate. 

Hon Paul Brown interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Hon Paul Brown may want to listen because I have done some research; I know what I 
am talking about. I actually live among the local governments I am talking about. I will explain to 
Hon Paul Brown why he should not support this bill. The National Party was elected to this Parliament with the 
balance of power, which it has chosen not to use once. I suggest that this might be the piece of legislation — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Darren West has the call. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I suggest that this is the piece of legislation on which we may finally see the WA 
Nationals stand up for the people who put them in this place, but we will wait and see. I will put a very good 
argument to the National Party about why it should do that. I have canvassed the views of some of its members 
and I can tell Hon Martin Aldridge that there is not, as he put it to me, “a strong and united view”. I can tell 
Hon Martin Aldridge that there are a range of views and that what I am about to propose may, hopefully, shape 
the Nationals’ position. 

The bill is designed to expand the WA Local Government Advisory Board from five members to nine. If the 
National Party sees that as a win, that is great. I learnt at the briefing that there will be now be four local 
government members, instead of the two today. The process, as I understand it, is that the board will be 
appointed by the minister after nomination of 12 candidates from WALGA. There are 12 potential nominations 
from WALGA and the minister needs to pick two of them and put them on the board. We are not sure how the 
community representatives will be elected onto the board, but I will focus on the bits we are sure about, and we 
are sure about that. The minister will also convey to the WA Local Government Advisory Board the state 
government’s policy on local government. As I understand it from our briefing, the advisory board is not under 
obligation to accept or act on that policy, but that policy must be reported. We now have a situation in which we 
have a ministerially appointed board. The state government’s policy has been made known to that board, and that 
must be advertised, and the board will review submissions to it from various parties and advise the minister. If 
the board’s advice is not to proceed with the local government boundary change or amalgamation—we can call it 
what we will—that is the end of the matter. If the Local Government Advisory Board advises the minister that it 
agrees with the proposal, the minister then gets to decide whether the proposal proceeds or not. With the 
amalgamation of multiple councils, the Dadour provisions are enacted and we have to go to a poll. 
Hon Martin Aldridge has given some examples in which the people who do not agree—this is a really odd 
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concept—get the final say and get to vote down the proposal put by the Local Government Advisory Board and 
agreed to by the minister. I think that is important and that is the crux of the Dadour amendment. What can 
happen now is that the minister himself can make a submission to the WA Local Government Advisory Board 
advising on a boundary change of a local government to take in the boundaries of another local government. In 
this instance one local government is abolished and the Dadour provisions need not be invoked and the poll need 
not be provided. In this instance it is highly unlikely that the Local Government Advisory Board, which has been 
appointed by the minister, will indeed vote against the wishes of the minister—it is possible, but I would suggest 
it is not plausible. I will just run through some comments in my electorate — 

Hon Martin Aldridge: How is that different from what happens now? 
Hon DARREN WEST: I will get to that; that is great. I will make a little note of it. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I will get to that; I am just writing the question down. 
What can happen in my electorate, for instance, is that the local government minister of the day—it may not be 
the current local government minister; it could be a local government minister from any government—could go 
to the board and tell it he wants a boundary change between the local government authorities of Northampton 
and Chapman Valley. That proposal would then be put to the ministerially appointed Local Government 
Advisory Board, which, on the balance of probability—I cannot say it would certainly happen—would give the 
option of whether to proceed with that boundary change back to the minister. The local government of 
Northampton would then take over the Shire of Chapman Valley, which would cease to exist, and the councillors 
elected to the Northampton shire would then be the councillors of the extended body, which would include the 
old Shire of Chapman Valley. 

I have brought along some maps of my electorate and all the lower house seats in my electorate. I know 
members do not all have the benefit of these and I will not hold them up all the time, but I will just start with the 
electorate of Moore, because the City of Greater Geraldton has one local government, which is all in the 
electorate of Geraldton. We will leave that one. The situation with Northampton and Nabawa could equally be 
applied to the City of Greater Geraldton, even though it has already merged to become a bigger entity. The 
minister could say to the WA Local Government Advisory Board that he would like this local government to 
extend its boundaries to incorporate Irwin. The Shire of Irwin would come into the City of Greater Geraldton and 
the councillors elected to represent the City of Greater Geraldton would then become the councillors-elect of the 
expanded local government area. I bear in mind that there is some doubt that this would happen, but we know 
what the government wants to do and we know what the Premier wants to do. When the Premier wants to do 
something, he pushes his ministers out of the way, and all government members have experienced that. Science 
came out of Commerce and the first the relevant minister knew about it was at the cabinet briefing, so we know 
the Premier has form in this area. He may very well decide that he wants to take over this area and instruct his 
minister or put his own submission to the WA Local Government Advisory Board. This situation could also 
occur in other jurisdictions; for example, there may be a submission put to the WA Local Government Advisory 
Board for the Shire of Mingenew to incorporate the Shire of Morawa. The Shire of Mingenew could be 
expanded, the Shire of Morawa could be abolished, and the elected representatives of the Shire of Mingenew 
would become the elected members of the Shire of Morawa. There is nothing that the electors of Mingenew or 
Morawa can do about this, because under the set of circumstances possible under this piece of legislation, the 
Dadour provisions will not be enacted. Therefore, we can have these mega shires made out in the wheatbelt and 
there is nothing that the people who pay the rates can do about it. 

We move on down and the next example is the Shire of Perenjori. A proposal may be put for it to expand its 
boundaries to take in the Shire of Dalwallinu or it may be the other way round. Under the circumstances of this 
legislation, this could get through the relevant processes and be enacted, and the elected members of the new 
Shire of Dalwallinu or Perenjori may take over the expanded shire, which is a huge shire. I do not know whether 
members can see this map I am holding up that indicates the area of those two shires. The elected members of 
the Shire of Perenjori would then take over the expanded body, and the people of Dalwallinu would be able to do 
nothing about it because this action does not trigger the Dadour provisions. It was said in a previous contribution 
to the debate that what I am saying is misleading. What I am saying is very possible. Under the laws of 
probability it is more likely than unlikely. We know that the Premier wants to amalgamate and reform local 
government. We know that he is talking about the city, but he is only talking about the city because the argument 
has been to deal with the city before dealing with the country. There is an inevitability that if there is local 
government reform in the city, there will eventually be local government reform in the country. As 
Hon Martin Aldridge pointed out in the comments of the member for Cockburn, there are of course a lot more 
local governments in the country with small populations and of course the government will eye them off and 
want to reform and amalgamate them. This has been made quite clear over the last five years, and it has only 
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been a lack of invoking the Dadour provisions in a case that I will get to in a minute that has prevented many of 
these amalgamations going ahead. I refer of course to a hostile takeover bid for the Shire of Carnamah. That 
takeover bid was not made as a result of a submission made by the Premier or by the Minister for Local 
Government; it was made in a submission by another shire, and the Local Government Advisory Board had a 
view that it would not proceed with it and knocked it back.  

When we look at the map, we can see that a similar proposal could be put forward to amalgamate the Shires of 
Carnamah and Coorow, which the Local Government Advisory Board might agree to and the minister might sign 
off on. In that proposal the elected members of the Shire of Carnamah would become the elected members of 
what would be the former Shire of Coorow and there is nothing that Coorow could do about that. I do not think 
the people of the affected Shire of Coorow would be all that pleased about that. 

There could be a submission for the Shire of Dandaragan to shift its boundaries to incorporate the Shire of 
Moora. Hon Brian Ellis, as a former deputy president of the Shire of Moora, might have some thoughts about 
that. If this submission were upheld and ticked off by the minister, there is nothing that the people of Moora 
could do about that forced boundary change; therefore, the Dadour provisions would not be invoked. 

Something similar could be done in the Shire of Chittering. Boundaries could be expanded to take in the Shire of 
Gingin and the elected members of the Shire of Chittering would then become the elected members of the new 
entity: the current local government of Chittering and the former local government of Gingin. That is of 
importance to me because the former president of the Shire of Gingin and the Yued family have been long-time 
residents of Gingin. It would therefore be something I would be disappointed to see but possible under this 
legislation before us now. It is important that we consider the possibilities because when the legislation is passed, 
it is passed. 

I move across to the local government of Toodyay. There could be a submission that the Local Government 
Advisory Board agrees to and the minister signs off on to take over the Shire of Goomalling where I live. The 
Shire of Goomalling could be abolished and the Shire of Toodyay could take over the Shire of Goomalling and 
the elected representatives from Toodyay shire. The Shire of Toodyay—a well-represented shire now but that 
had some issues in the past—would then take over the shire where I live in Goomalling. I can tell members that 
the current council and ratepayers of Goomalling would not be overly pleased about that because they want to 
keep their own local government and their own identity. They should be supported in that but they would not 
have a say under these provisions. 

There may be a submission that the Shire of Wongan–Ballidu be expanded to take in the local government area 
of Koorda, and the people of Koorda would have no say in this if that submission were put forward and upheld 
by the Local Government Advisory Board and ticked off by the minister. 

Hon Helen Morton: Is that any different to now? 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am getting to that. I have written that down. That is a very good question. 
Hon Martin Aldridge asked the same question and I will address that. 

There could be a submission that the Shire of Dowerin be expanded to take in the Shire of Wyalkatchem. 
Wyalkatchem would be abolished, if the submission were put forward to the WA Local Government Advisory 
Board, upheld by the board and ticked off by the minister; and the communities of Dowerin and Wyalkatchem 
would have no say in this, and there would be a boundary change, not a forced amalgamation, to allow this to 
happen. 

While I am talking about that, during the election campaign I went for a walk along the streets in my electorate 
and said hello to people in the various businesses. I did that in Goomalling one day, as I know a lot of the people 
there. It was nice to go as a candidate, and now as an elected member, rather than as a customer, ratepayer or 
member of the community. I was asked by the local post office proprietor in Goomalling what Labor’s position 
is on forced local government amalgamations. I said that it is very clear. I said that we are totally against forced 
amalgamations of local government by any means, that that position is in our policy platform and had been 
adopted by the state conference, and that that is how positions are taken in the Labor Party. He then said that he 
would be supportive of that position because he was not sure what the other mob wanted. He said, “I’ll tell you 
now that about a third of the throughput of my business comes from the local shire, which includes all of my 
profit.” He said that if the local government was in that situation, which I pointed out before on the boundary 
changes, and if the headquarters were probably in Toodyay, given that is where all the elected members would 
be, he would miss out on a third of his income and it would eliminate his reason for being in business. People go 
into business to make money. If a third of his custom is taken away, a lot of his overhead costs would remain the 
same and his business would be unprofitable and would probably close. Local communities in these towns 
therefore would lose not just their local shires but also a lot of their local businesses; and a lot of kids in schools 
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and a lot of people who keep the hospitals, doctors and nurses going in those towns would be forced to leave 
because there would be no work and no money coming through the towns that the shires provide. The impact on 
the towns that I have just mentioned would be enormous. 

In a similar vein, the Shire of Mount Marshall may be expanded. I will move into the electorate of Central 
Wheatbelt, which also has 22 local governments. A submission may be made to change the boundary in the 
Shire of Mount Marshall to take in the local government Shire of Mukinbudin so that Mukinbudin would no 
longer exist. The elected members of the Mount Marshall shire would then be the elected members of the new 
extended Mount Marshall entity, and there is nothing the people of Mukinbudin could do about it because the 
Dadour amendments would not be invoked. 

The Shire of Trayning may be expanded to have its boundary shifted to take in the Shire of Nungarin. The Shire 
of Nungarin is a very small but very important entity into the business — 
Hon Jacqui Boydell: It’s not a geography lesson. Could you make your point? 
Hon DARREN WEST: I appreciate that Hon Jacqui Boydell probably has not been to a lot of these places—
especially members of the National Party! I do need to get on the record our support for these local governments 
and their communities and to point out what is possible under this legislation so that it is written in Hansard for 
perpetuity. It is therefore possible that a submission on the Shire of Trayning could be put to the Local 
Government Advisory Board. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy): Order, members! Hon Darren West has the call; thank 
you. 
Hon DARREN WEST: The Shire of Trayning may invariably take over the Shire of Nungarin. The big loser in 
that would be Nungarin, and there is nothing Nungarin could do about it. The government is hell-bent on reform, 
and comments that have come from that quarter — 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! If members are going to conduct conversations, could they do so outside, 
please? 
Hon DARREN WEST: So there goes Nungarin and the people can do nothing about it under that set of 
circumstances, which is possible. 
Similarly, there is one possibility that will please the Kellerberrin community. There could be a submission that 
the Shire of Merredin expand its boundaries to include the local government authority of Kellerberrin. Under 
those circumstances the submission would be put to the board, the board would give approval and the minister 
would tick off on it, and there is nothing the community of Kellerberrin could do about it and it would become 
part of Merredin. The elected members would be from the former Shire of Merredin. I am sure they would have 
something to say about that. A submission could be made that Cunderdin’s boundaries be changed to bring in 
Tammin. If the Local Government Advisory Board and the minister tick off on it, the people of Tammin could 
do nothing about it because the Dadour provisions would not be enacted. This next one will get people in my 
part of the world excited. It could be suggested that the Shire of Northam boundaries be changed to include the 
local government area of York. I will get to that when I answer the question about how that would be different 
from the present situation. 

Point of Order 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I refer to standing order 38 which refers to irrelevant or repetitious debate. I think 
we have listened to the member for the last 10 minutes and there has been plenty of repetition and, I would 
argue, irrelevancy. I think it is about time he started to make points on the bill. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy): I understand that the honourable member is on topic, 
though it may be a wide-ranging geographical debate. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon DARREN WEST: I take Hon Martin Aldridge’s point; yes there are a lot of local governments and yes 
there are a lot of scenarios, but it is important that this is put on the record so I will hasten through them and stop 
repeating some of the points. We are nearly there; just be patient. 

The Shire of Northam’s boundaries could be changed to take in the former Shire of York. If that proposal were 
sanctioned by the Local Government Advisory Board and the minister’s office, the community would be denied 
the opportunity of a poll and there would be nothing they could do about it. That change would be extremely 
unpopular. The people of York would be most aggrieved that the elected members from the Shire of Northam 
would be now their elected members. The Shire of Brookton could be asked to take over Beverley, so the Shire 
of Beverley would be abolished. Under this legislation that scenario is possible. The possibility exists for the 
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Shire of Quairading to take over the Shire of Corrigin and there is nothing the Shire of Corrigin could do about 
that. Members of the National Party will no doubt appreciate my point on this next one. It is quite possible for 
the boundaries of the local government authority of Bruce Rock to be changed to take in the local government 
area of the Shire of Narembeen, which would cease to exist and the Shire of Bruce Rock’s elected members 
would come from Bruce Rock rather than Narembeen. I am not quite sure why I find that amusing. 

Hon Ken Travers: The Nats would want to get rid of Stephen Strange wouldn’t they, rather than not? 

Hon DARREN WEST: I think the Premier would be sympathetic to Stephen Strange because he is President of 
the Bruce Rock shire, as Hon Ken Travers knows. He is a very good man and is a very good supporter of the tier 
3 rail. 

Hon Ken Travers: He’s one of the nicest members I have met. 

Hon DARREN WEST: He is one of the nicest Liberals I have come across. There are some nice Liberals and he 
is one of them. I think the Premier would be somewhat sympathetic to Stephen Strange because he was a Liberal 
candidate for the seat of Central Wheatbelt. He ran a very good campaign and listened to the community and 
supported rail. He voiced his position on tier 3 rail loudly and proudly for everyone to hear. Sadly, he was not 
elected and now we are in a position in which we sort of support it: “I wish I had bought that viable tier 3.” 

Hon Ken Travers: The Premier and the minister did support Stephen Strange before the election. They 
promised it. 

Hon DARREN WEST: They were disingenuous in their support, but I think they would support Stephen 
Strange now in seeking to make Bruce Rock the overtaking shire in that situation. I think the Premier might even 
put that submission in himself. It is possible for him to do that. 

The boundaries of the Shire of Kondinin could be extended to take in the Shire of Kulin and the beautiful 
Freebairn Recreation Centre would be under the auspices of the elected members of the Shire of Kondinin. The 
Shires of Pingelly and Cuballing could be merged. 

Hon Jim Chown: What about Narrogin? 

Hon DARREN WEST: Does the member know his agriculture region? He should know his ag region. I am 
down to Pingelly on the list. 

Hon Jim Chown: You’re not far enough away from it. 

Hon DARREN WEST: That is correct. I think Pingelly is in the order of 47 kilometres from Narrogin. It is 
67 kilometres from Brookton to Narrogin and I think it is in the order of 16 to 20 kays from Brookton to 
Pingelly, so it would be in the order of 57 to 60 kilometres, Hon Jim Chown. I am pleased to hear that he has 
travelled around his electorate. Pingelly and Cuballing could be merged. I will get to Cuballing in a minute. I 
think I will run out of time. 

Hon Jim Chown: What are we going to do without you? 

Hon DARREN WEST: I will jump to Narrogin straight away for the benefit of Hon Jim Chown. 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Yes. It is quite possible that the local government Shire of Narrogin could change its 
boundaries and take in the Town of Narrogin. In that instance, a submission most likely would not come from 
the local government minister, the Premier or anyone involved in the government; the submission would 
probably come from the Town of Narrogin or the Shire of Narrogin to the Local Government Advisory Board. 
The important point here is that the Dadour provisions would not need to be enacted. If enough people in the 
town of Narrogin agreed to the merger, but not enough supported it to get it over the line, they could not have a 
poll, even if they wanted one, and that is the important point. There has just been a poll in that part of the world, 
and I understand the Narrogin towns people and shire people were in general agreeance. It is for them to decide. 
That is the whole point of what I am trying to say. This legislation enables a way around the Dadour provisions 
when the state government is keen to amalgamate local governments. 

As I look through my list I see the local government authority of Wagin, which could be asked by submission to 
expand its boundaries to take in the local government authority of Woodanilling, so the members elected in the 
Wagin shire would be the elected members of the Woodanilling shire. 

Hon Peter Collier: This has nothing to do with the bill; you know that don’t you? 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: This is the Local Government Reform Bill. As I pointed out in my initial remarks — 
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Hon Sue Ellery: You should read the second reading speech; it says a lot about it. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Yes. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! We will not have conversations across the floor. Hon Darren West has the 
call. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. There are not many left on my list, so if members 
will bear with me, I have saved up some good ones for the end. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: By submission, the Shire of Wickepin’s boundaries could be extended to take in the 
Shire of Dumbleyung. Dumbleyung’s representative would be from the old Wickepin shire. This could become 
public because it has been mentioned in Parliament. If by submission the local government of Katanning is asked 
to change its boundaries to take in the local government area of Kojonup and it is ticked off by the Local 
Government Advisory Board, the people of Kojonup can do nothing about it. Kojonup will be taken over by 
Katanning and the Katanning councillors — 

Hon Sue Ellery: I did to not hear you interrupt Hon Phil Edman about the towns he mentioned. 

Hon DARREN WEST: That is a very good point. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! I know members are keen to break for afternoon tea, but we still have 
approximately five minutes left and Hon Darren West has the call. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I think I got up to the local government authority of Kojonup, which is now, by 
boundary change, being taken in by the Shire of Katanning. 

Hon Ken Travers: Did you notice what was happening in Narrogin? 

Hon DARREN WEST: I could explain that again, but I am going to run out of time because it is almost time for 
afternoon tea, and I can tell that members opposite do not want to hear this. It is what they had not thought of 
when the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013 came to us, but it is my obligation as a country person and a 
person who believes in local government to point this out. 

The Shire of Lake Grace, by way of submission, could be asked to take in the Shire of Kent. That would be a 
very, very big shire as well. The elected members of Lake Grace shire would now be the elected members of 
Kent shire. There would be nothing the people of the Kent shire could do about that. 

Gnowangerup and Jerramungup would also be a very big local government authority if, by boundary change, the 
local government area of Jerramungup was swallowed up by — 

Hon Col Holt interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Yes, that is not bad; they have been around their electorates! I am sort of getting down 
to the south west now, and I imagine Hon Col Holt has probably been through some of these areas before. 

Gnowangerup could take in the local government area of Jerramungup, including the beautiful Bremer Bay — 

Hon Ken Travers: Lovely. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Yes, Bremer Bay is a lovely place. 

Under the set of circumstances that is possible—I would suggest verging on the likely—Bremer Bay could now 
be part of the Gnowangerup shire. It is a very long way from Gnowangerup shire office down to Bremer Bay. 
The local elected members of Gnowangerup would now also be the elected members of Bremer Bay. 

The Shire of Plantagenet, where I believe Hon Rick Mazza is a landholder, would be asked, by way of boundary 
change—not forced amalgamation—to incorporate the Shire of Cranbrook, also making a very big shire. It not 
only would be a large geographic shire, but also would have a very big rate base. It is quite a populated, 
prosperous and diverse area. That would also be a possibility under this legislation. 

I cannot find scenarios for everybody, so given that Broomehill and Tambellup have already amalgamated 
voluntarily—that was supported by this side of politics—and that according to most of the people I speak to 
down there that is ticking along okay, I have left them for now. If members opposite have a proposition that 
perhaps would incorporate them with Gnowangerup, Cranbrook or Katanning, that is fine. That submission 
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could be put to the WA Local Government Advisory Board, and if the board agreed with that, the minister could 
tick it off and the people of Broomehill–Tambellup would not be able to do anything about it. 

I have made my point that these are the possibilities in the Agricultural Region. I am looking forward to the 
contributions from, say, members who represent the south west, who also have a lot of local governments in their 
areas. In my parcel the local governments are a lot larger and there are not as many, but with 61 local 
governments of course this is a big issue for us. The question put to me was: how was this different—it goes to 
the fundamental reason that we are all here—from the existing legislation? It might shock members when I tell 
them it is not, but what has shifted and changed in all this debate is that this state government is openly willing—
more than keen—to amalgamate and reform local governments like never before. I think that in those 
circumstances we are foolish as legislators—we are more than foolish; we are incompetent—if we are prepared 
to pass legislation that in the current set of circumstances in 2014 enables a state government to come in and take 
over local governments and make boundary changes to abolish local governments without the local residents 
having anything to say. There has never been such a predatory atmosphere from state government. I think it is 
important to give the people a say on these matters. If, as pointed out by some speakers, local government 
amalgamation—or boundary change or whatever we want to call it to step around the Dadour amendments—is 
so important, still give the people the right to reject or approve it. We can talk about how that might work and a 
whole litany of scenarios could be put up for how we might achieve that. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 415.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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