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HOPE VALLEY–WATTLEUP REDEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 16 March. 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [12.08 pm]: The Hope Valley–Wattleup Redevelopment Amendment 
Bill 2010 has been around for a couple of months, and I tried to set up briefings on it when I was still Labor 
shadow Minister for Planning—a position, of course, that has now swapped to the lower house. I want to begin 
my remarks, which will not be overly lengthy, with a comment about that briefing process.  

When the Minister for Planning gave his second reading response, he referred to the fact that there had been 
some disquiet in the other place about a briefing having been provided just before the bill went into the 
Parliament. I will quote from Hansard, in which the Minister for Planning in the other place stated — 

I should place on record that a briefing for the opposition was arranged for 17 February with the 
previous shadow Minister for Planning, Hon Sally Talbot, which needed to be changed and that there 
was not any finalisation of arrangements afterwards.  

Our colleagues in the other place ended up being briefed only on the day that the bill went into the other place on 
15 March. I do not want to start any sort of protracted argument with the minister, but my record of that briefing 
clearly says that we requested the briefing and we booked the room. We were dealing with one of the minister’s 
advisers, the planning policy adviser, and the day before the meeting we went back to the minister’s office to 
confirm that the department was available. The email states, “Any luck with the department?”, and when we did 
not hear back on the day of the briefing, we assumed that it was not going ahead. I want to make it clear that the 
opposition certainly did its best to be well prepared for this bill before it was debated in the Parliament.  

Much has been made of the fact that this is a relatively minor bill. It is in effect a tidy-up of a bill that was 
debated in this place just over 10 years ago in 2000, and what we are doing now is fixing up some aspects of it to 
make sure that there is clarity and certainty in the way the act operates. That is certainly true, but I have a couple 
of questions about some specific aspects. It is fair to say that members on this side of the house view the minimal 
effects of this bill with some disappointment. We would like to have seen a bill that is more than just an 
administrative tidy-up of the original act. If members go back to the debate in 2000, they will see that the person 
with carriage of the bill in this place as the shadow Minister for Planning was Hon John Cowdell, who was my 
predecessor in the South West Region. I read the Hansard debate with some interest, because the thing that 
struck me was that in those days we were dealing with the dying days of the Court government, which was 
evidencing the same kind of uncaring approach to families as this government is showing after only two and a 
half years. I can sum that up with one small reference to the committee stage of that bill in this house on 
21 November 2000. There had been an extensive debate in the other place. By the time it got to this place, it was 
decided to move various amendments to try to address some of the fundamental problems in the bill. I will go 
into a bit of detail on that in a moment. The Legislative Council was faced with a problem because some of the 
amendments that we wanted to move related to the raising of revenue, which of course cannot be done in this 
place. The first thing that Hon John Cowdell tried to do was to refer the bill back to the Assembly with some 
suggestions about how the bill needed to be changed. That failed on the numbers, and then the Labor Party tried 
to move various amendments as the debate proceeded—none of which was accepted by the government at the 
time. I want to read into Hansard what Hon John Cowdell said at the end of the committee stage because it 
characterises the nature of Labor’s ongoing concerns about the way this bill has operated over the decade. 
Hon John Cowdell stated — 

The Australian Labor Party has attempted to send a clear message that it wants a better deal for the 
residents of Hope Valley-Wattleup with no heavy industry, the saving of the town sites, a balanced 
redevelopment, a proper development authority, decent compensation and continuing appeal to 
Parliament on the master plan.  

It is interesting, to say the least, that we come to this amendment bill being introduced now by the Barnett 
government and we find that some of those issues are not addressed and remain as major concerns for the 
community.  

In referring back to that debate in 2000, the major concern was about compensation for landholders. We were 
and still are looking today at a major devaluation of property values and ongoing demand for fair compensation 
for those properties. It is 10 long years later, and I turned the other day to the minutes of the Hope Valley 
Wattleup Redevelopment Plan Community Liaison Group meeting, which are published on the internet. I may 
also add at this point that this development has been known by a couple of names over the years. It started off as 
the Fremantle Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy, and then morphed into the Hope Valley–Wattleup 
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Redevelopment Project, which is what this community liaison group meeting relates to; and now, of course, we 
have the funky, modern, new name, Latitude 32, which I am pleased to say does not have any dots or missing 
spaces! I turned to the minutes of this community liaison group meeting, just to get a flavour for where things are 
now. In the minutes of a meeting held on 14 March 2011, item 4, titled “Rural Matters”, reads — 

The issue of the future of the Rural area was the raised. Members were concerned that the lack of 
certainty on the future direction of infrastructure was having a detrimental effect on land holders. A 
letter has been sent to the Minister for Transport inviting him to provide an update specifically plans 
and time lines for the development of the port, Rowley Road and the Kwinana Intermodal Freight 
Terminal. Response pending.  

It appears that this has been going on for a very long time, and these issues are still not resolved. I would have 
thought that an amendment bill of this kind was an opportunity to address some of these ongoing problems. If 
honourable members in this chamber want more detailed information about the nature of these problems, I can 
refer them to no better source than the second reading contributions in the other place made by the member for 
Kwinana, the member for Cockburn and the member for Rockingham, all of which give some quite detailed 
information about the precise ongoing concerns of the community relating to health, wellbeing and 
environmental threats to the area.  

I went through the minutes to item 6.2, and I found one of the committee members saying that they wanted it to 
be made mandatory for LandCorp to purchase land from residents who cannot sell on the private market. Then at 
item 7, “General”, another participant in the meeting advised of concerns about the uncontrolled dumping of 
asbestos in the town site. He suggested that a free asbestos dumping site should be established. One of the local 
government representatives said that the City of Cockburn did not support a free facility. This is by way of 
giving honourable members the flavour of the fact that all the concerns that were raised 10 years ago by the then 
member for Cockburn, Bill Thomas, and many other people, are still dogging the residents of these areas so 
many years later.  

I note also that one of the specific concerns raised in that original debate was about the involvement of LandCorp 
and what would happen to LandCorp’s management of the area. At that time the Department of Planning set up a 
shopfront in Wattleup. It was noted that although the poor souls staffing that office were always the bearers of 
bad news to every local who walked through the door looking for information, it was a welcome development. 
At the core, the concern of community members was that they did not want LandCorp to be the managing 
authority. They did not want the development handed over to LandCorp, not specifically because of any 
identified problems with LandCorp, but because it is a property developer. Local people and their representatives 
in this place felt it was inappropriate to simply hand over such a substantial development to a body that was first 
and foremost a property developer. They wanted a full-blown redevelopment authority of the type we see 
operating in Midland, Subiaco, East Perth and now in Armadale. I think probably East Perth and Subiaco are 
held up to be the best examples, although I think the Midland one is pretty good.  

Hon Helen Morton: Armadale’s is very effective too; it is excellent.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I do not mean to rank them, but the Armadale Redevelopment Authority is more 
recently established; whereas the East Perth and Subiaco authorities have got lots of runs on the board already. I 
was not meaning to decry the operations of the other two. We are going back to 2000 when the East Perth and 
Subiaco authorities were already showing people they could have a model that delivered across the range of 
developments that the local people around the Kwinana and Cockburn areas wanted. We did not get that, and I 
cannot help but think that is one of the problems with trying to manage the ongoing developments in that area. A 
body with the clout and authority of a proper redevelopment authority would have been a better way to go at that 
time.  

I have been working in politics in that area for a couple of decades now. I well remember as far back as the 80s 
when the air quality became a major issue down there. At the time, once the modelling commenced, it was 
discovered that there was a geographical quirk about the Hope Valley–Wattleup area; that is, it sits in a hollow. 
The prevailing wind sucks the air out of the industrial development that is there and settles in that hollow where 
it effectively stays for a much longer period than if that hollow were not there. That Kwinana air-monitoring 
study was groundbreaking in its day. Again, we need only pick up the daily newspaper and see that the issues 
surrounding Cockburn Cement are far from being resolved. Although there is the action group Lime in My 
Environment—the acronym is LIME, which is clever—we are nowhere near resolving those issues. It is an 
unhappy history when we look at the past 10 years.  

There is a patent unfairness about this. I will single out only one person for particular comment here, and that is 
Ray Lees, a former mayor of Cockburn, because I think his story provides a kind of paradigm example of the 
unfairness of the way people in Hope Valley and Wattleup have been treated. As I said earlier, people who want 
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further specific examples can refer to the contributions by the three Labor members in the other place. Ray is a 
former Mayor of Cockburn and has been a community activist for a long time. If members follow history, they 
will see that he is one of the people who tried to make a very difficult transition for the community to go from, 
essentially, a semi-rural residential area, to a modern industrial complex. Ray has paid a very high price for that. 
He sets a lot of store by his market garden; yet Ray’s history will show that it has been an unhappy time for him. 
I take my hat off to him for his courage, determination and doggedness in making sure that these issues are 
brought to the attention of people who might be able to make a difference. Recently, we saw an astonishing 
situation in which local residents suddenly found they were individually subject to police investigations. After 
some, admittedly hot-tempered, comments were made that LandCorp interpreted—I am not passing judgement 
on whether it was a legitimate interpretation, but things got heated—as threats, suddenly protective services were 
on board, not to investigate the threats, but to interrogate every member of the public who was associated with 
the campaign around Cockburn Cement. It was a very unfortunate situation, bordering on a fiasco, I suggest. It 
adds weight to the general observation that Labor has been making throughout this debate that this issue has an 
unhappy history.  

When the bill was introduced into this place, honourable members would have heard the second reading speech 
and noticed that the context of this bill has been set by the government as part of the red-tape cutting reforms. 
This is another of the suite of measures that the government has promised will cut so-called red tape. That, of 
course, is enough to ring alarm bells on this side of the house because of the bills we have seen go through this 
place. The one for which I was shadow spokesman was the Approvals and Related Reforms (No. 1) 
(Environment) Bill 2009. I think we argued quite compellingly to at least put the government on notice to deliver 
some of the improved time lines it was talking about because our argument in relation to that bill, which Hon 
Donna Faragher will remember very well — 

Hon Donna Faragher: I am quite perplexed about where you are heading on this and whether you had any 
impact at all on time lines, if that is what you are suggesting.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Does Hon Donna Faragher not think it has had any impact?  

Hon Donna Faragher: That the Labor Party has assisted in improving time lines.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: That is not what I said. I said that when the bill was debated in this place we at least 
succeeded in putting the government on notice that we would be looking at the results of the bill because of what 
concerned us about the claim that these measures—this refers to all the bills we have seen so far under the 
umbrella of cutting red tape—were likely to have either a minimal effect or, in fact, to increase the length of time 
it takes to process assessments. As I pointed out at the time on the debate on that bill, the reason for that was that 
appeal points were being removed from the front end of the process rather than the back end. Removing appeal 
rights at the front end of the process means that if a subsequent appeal is upheld, it is much more expensive for 
proponents to fix the problem. We are waiting to see the results of that.  

Hon Donna Faragher: You’ve just got to be a bit more positive about these things.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I noticed that the Minister for Environment made a statement about improved time 
lines the other day, which seemed to me to cover a period that did not relate at all to the passage of the bills 
through the Parliament. I am not quite sure what point he thought he was making. But I noticed one thing: in a 
fairly lengthy statement, which then appeared as a press release, he made not one reference to improved 
environmental outcomes. That was a source of enormous disappointment to me and to all the stakeholders in 
Western Australia who may be a little more tolerant than I am, of the government promising that, “This will be 
all right. Trust us; of course we will look after the environment.” I would have expected the minister to at least 
attempt to counter the criticism that we will see, as a result of this suite of reforms, a diminished outcome for the 
environment—a result that is to the detriment of the environment. The conclusion that one inevitably comes to is 
that the minister is not able to point to any improved environmental outcomes due to the cutting of red tape. 
Again, I put the government on notice that this will not go unremarked by me or the stakeholders in the 
environmental field in Western Australia.  

I refer to another aspect of this development that I thought might have been at least acknowledged in the bill 
under consideration. I have a document from LandCorp dated November 2007, that came out under the Western 
Australian Land Authority. It is the “Biodiversity Strategy (Final Report)” relating to the Hope Valley–Wattleup 
redevelopment project. This report came out just over three years ago. I realise that this query is not specifically 
about the terms of this bill, but I am concerned that there has been no acknowledgement of this document in the 
bill and I want to assure myself that the government has acted intentionally, and is not walking away from any of 
the obligations and actions contained in this biodiversity strategy. I would like some clarification about the 
paragraph on page iii the executive summary. The paragraph reads as follows — 

As redevelopment and implementation proceeds within the HVWRA, WALA — 
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WALA is now LandCorp. The paragraph continues — 

will have particular responsibilities to ensure that the Act is carried forth. However, redevelopment 
areas will be subject to a normalisation process where particular areas no longer fall under the Act or 
WALAs responsibility. Any implementation actions identified under the Strategy will only be 
applicable for the period that WALA has responsibility for that area as defined under the Act. 

The minister representing the Minister for Environment can see why I need some clarification about the 
interaction of this bill and the statements in the paragraph I just quoted about these areas slipping out from any 
strategic environmental planning if certain changes are made to the act or LandCorp’s responsibility under the 
act. I am happy to give the minister a copy of the paragraph if it will help. Earlier in the executive summary of 
this biodiversity strategy document, on page ii, certain actions are referred to. There are five actions. The first 
is — 

• Develop a framework for the implementation, management and monitoring of potential areas 
identified for protection. 

The second is — 

• Develop an Overall Landscape Plan for the HVWRA. 

The third is — 

• Develop a Planning Policy with the purpose of: guiding future developments within 200m to 
50m of Conservation Category and Resource Enhancement wetlands (within and adjacent to 
the HVWRA) to ensure that their activities and operations are compatible with the ecological 
values of the adjacent wetland; and assessing proposed developments and their compatibility 
with the ecological values of the adjacent wetland. 

I am particularly interested in the fourth action, in light of some of the government’s other plans for the Beeliar 
Regional Park; for example, building a highway through it. The fourth action is — 

• In consultation with the Town of Kwinana and Department of Environment and Conservation 
(DEC), investigate options to incorporate Long Swamp within the Beeliar Regional Park. 

The last one is — 

• Review and update the HVWRP Master Plan, HVWRP Environmental Strategy … Proposed 
Planning Policy 1.3 Landscaping, the HVWRP Planning Strategy and the guidelines provided 
in the Hope Valley Wattleup Redevelopment Area Quarry Landscape Report to reflect the 
objectives of the Biodiversity Strategy and incorporate the Strategic and Management Actions 
(where relevant) listed in Sections 6.2 and 6.3 of this strategy. 

I would like to know whether those actions have been completed; and if not, what their status is, and whether or 
not they are reflected by the changes to the original act proposed in this bill. The executive summary concludes 
with the expected outcomes. Again my question of the minister is: where are we up to with these? Again, there 
are five. They are — 

• management and protection of Key Natural Areas identified for conservation; 

• developing primary and secondary linkages by utilising current and proposed rail and road 
corridors. 

• the long-term protection of the western and eastern wetland chains in the Beeliar Regional 
Park; 

• the long-term protection of the wetlands located within and adjacent the HVWRA; 

• protection of a north-south and east-west ecological link between Long Swamp, Hendy Road 
Swamp (east) and Conway Road Swamp. 

I would not expect the minister representing the Minister for Environment to necessarily have that information to 
hand, but if she could provide some reference back to the biodiversity strategy, I would appreciate it.  

I have a couple more comments and another specific question. This area has a troubled history for its residents, 
but it is also developing into a trouble spot for the government as far as industrial development goes. I refer to 
the development that is not specifically in the 1 400 hectares of the original Fremantle–Rockingham Industrial 
Regional Area Strategy land, but the Australian Marine Complex. Again, it is with some disappointment that we 
see no reference to trying to address some of those problems of attracting people into the area to make it a viable 
industrial area. I noticed that the comments on this legislation in the other place of the shadow Minister for State 
Development, who is also the local member for Rockingham, referred to the AMC. I do not want to talk the 
AMC down because it is one of the most important developments that we have ever had to encourage industry in 
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the state, but as honourable members know, particularly if they are local members for the area or if they take an 
interest in industrial development, the AMC is really only a potentially exciting development. It is a bit sad that 
we still talk about the potential of the AMC. The time for governments to look at creative and constructive ways 
of attracting industry into that area is well overdue. Action on this would be a sign that the government’s rhetoric 
about the local content issue is more than hot air—more than just huff and puff from the Premier. I am not an 
economist, but given the way that these things have been progressed in other states and given the way that the 
government talks about wanting to provide incentives through the tax system, I can think of a couple of ways of 
readily putting into effect some kind of taxation incentive scheme that would both encourage people to use the 
Australian Marine Complex, and therefore add to the viability of the whole Hope Valley–Wattleup industrial 
area, and put some concrete steps in the path towards increasing the amount of Western Australian 
manufacturing that goes into major projects. The first of these ways was referred to by the member for 
Rockingham in the other place—that is, some kind of payroll tax exemption for companies that are genuinely 
trying to structure their bids in such a way that they can compete on a price-competitive basis for contracts that 
are now almost uniformly disappearing overseas. Given that there are some parameters on which we cannot 
compete, such as wages, it seems to me that it would not be complicated to devise a mechanism whereby 
companies in that complex that are able to put together viable tenders—which we know they can do already—
could have some sort of payroll tax exemption. Most of those companies employ more than 20 people, so it 
would have a significant effect in helping to make that playing field even. The second way was not referred to by 
Hon Mark McGowan, but I think it is worth throwing into the debate so that it plants the seed in the 
government’s mind—that is, some kind of accelerated depreciation for industries operating in that area. These 
industries want to compete for contracts from the major projects in this state and therefore contribute to the 
state’s economy. I cannot see that that would be anything other than a win–win situation. 

Hon Norman Moore: How do state governments provide for accelerated depreciation? It is a federal issue. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Yes, I know. But the Leader of the House talks to his counterparts in other states. 

Hon Norman Moore: Not as much as you probably do. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Just off the record, Hon Norman Moore, I would not be so sure about that! 

I cannot see that this would be anything other than a win–win situation for governments and local industry and 
for the wellbeing of that area. I just mention that in passing to get the government’s mind focused on some of 
these possibilities so that it begins to think outside the box if we are to solve some of the problems that are 
beginning to be intractable problems in this state. 

I will conclude by asking the minister a question, and I think the answer should be readily obtainable for her. 
Comments have been made about this bill facilitating developer contributions. I cannot find that particular 
reference in the bill, so I would like some clarification of that from the minister. I did notice an answer to a 
question that was asked recently by John Hyde, the member for Perth, who of course is another shadow minister. 
It was question on notice 4807 and it was answered on 6 April. The question was about developer contribution 
schemes administered by land authorities and any other agencies within the minister’s portfolio or department 
and it asked about their value and under what conditions they were being administered. Part of the answer refers 
to LandCorp, and it states — 

The Hope Valley Wattleup Redevelopment project has a planned Developer Contribution Scheme 
which has not yet commenced. While the Masterplan for Hope Valley Wattleup allows for a developer 
contribution scheme, the details are not yet finalised. 

I am trying to make sense of that answer in connection with this bill, so if the minister is able to answer that 
question in her summary of the second reading debate, that would move us forward substantially. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [12.44 pm]: I rise to make some comments on behalf of the 
Greens (WA) about the Hope Valley–Wattleup Redevelopment Amendment Bill 2010. I want to draw attention 
to some serious concerns about the large-scale development in this area. The bill, as we know, deletes the 
references to the Fremantle–Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy, which is known as the FRIARS 
document. The bill gives legislative effect to the master plan, and, as has been quoted, there is some urgency to 
ensure public and private confidence in the enforceability of the master plan. LandCorp identified that there was 
“some confusion as to the legal status of the master plan”, and the result is that developer contribution plans are 
enforceable. 

The bill also establishes penalties of $50 000 for contravening the master plan, with a daily penalty of $5 000. It 
provides retrospective application and transitional arrangements. 

Latitude 32 will expand over 1 400 hectares in the Hope Valley–Wattleup region. It is one of the largest 
industrial redevelopments ever attempted in Australia. LandCorp currently owns 15 per cent of this land and is 
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acting as the main driver in developing a structure plan for the area. I think that is a good thing. On behalf of all 
the future landholders there, it is playing a responsible role and is making a contribution to the development of 
that area. However, I have some concerns because elected local government authorities will have no decision-
making powers. The planning authority was transferred to the Western Australian Planning Commission when 
the land was excised from the planning schemes. This was of course the purpose of the Hope Valley–Wattleup 
Redevelopment Act 2000, so that debate has been had and I recognise that. But it is important to note who the 
decision maker is in this area. 

Although I was granted a briefing on this bill—I appreciate that and I thank the Minister for Planning for that—I 
could not really get to the bottom of why the act requires an amendment to establish the legal status of the master 
plan. Any clarification that the minister can provide in that regard would be helpful, and I know that Hon Sally 
Talbot also had some queries about that issue. Like Hon Sally Talbot, I took time to review the debate in 2000 
when the act established this industrial area. At that time, I was working in an electorate office in the South 
Metropolitan Region. It was a very hot-button issue for the area. It was enlightening to read the debate; it was a 
very robust debate in this house. I think that the Legislative Council did a very good job of reviewing the 
legislation. This amendment is a blessing in disguise for us in the Legislative Council now because it provides 
the Parliament with an opportunity to reflect upon the plan to develop these 1 400 hectares. I will not take up too 
much of the house’s time to do that, but I will raise some issues that have been raised previously. 

I have a version of the master plan that was drafted in December 2004 and it was amended in April 2008. I 
attended one of the consultation sessions. I was trying to remember when that was; it was probably in late 2009 
or early 2010, when LandCorp had its maps and was getting feedback from residents. I know that it has been 
working hard to develop this master plan. What I do not know is where we are up to in the finalisation of the 
master plan, because that is a key part. If we are to make this master plan enforceable, it would be great to know 
what is in it. I note that Hon Sally Talbot mentioned that many people in the region were very unhappy with the 
process and have been concerned about the time it is taking. But I think it is important to be prudent and to take 
our time with such a large-scale development. It would be great if there were more certainty for landowners in 
that area, especially when their land is being resumed. I know that there is considerable concern about industry 
being in their backyard and on their doorstep. It is important that the master plan puts in place guidelines for how 
the individuals in that area and their interests will be protected. If that cannot be done, adequate compensation 
must be allowed for. My criticism regarding the decision making authority will not go down well with members 
of the Western Australian Planning Commission and the Premier’s ministerial task force on approvals 
development and sustainability, which, in my view, have been on a mission to remove the democratic scrutiny of 
planning decisions. They call it streamlining and planning reform, but what we have seen so far is the stripping 
away of the rights of people to make decisions about the place in which they live. The planning reforms will pull 
the rug out from under the wildly popular Keep Cott Low group by undermining its express wish to restrict 
heights to a sensible three storeys along the beachfront. Keep Cott Low also does not mind four or five storeys 
on particular parts of Cottesloe and on the Ocean Beach Hotel site. This undermining is likely to be achieved 
through the new planning mechanism—the government-controlled development assessment panels.  

Members should know that those regulations are before us now and they should look at them very carefully. 
They are the cornerstone of the government’s planning reforms. The panels replace the locally elected councils. 
In the case of the Hope Valley-Wattleup industrial estate, I ask the Minister for Mental Health: who will ensure 
that the community interest is served? I draw the minister’s attention to the northern part of Latitude 32 where 
Cockburn Cement is located. The Cockburn councillors have worked alongside the residents to seek a solution to 
the problems the residents of that area are facing due to the industrial emissions from Cockburn Cement. Once 
the master plan is in place, will the councillors of Cockburn still have a role to play in helping the residents or 
will the residents have to seek out the faceless men and women of the WAPC to complain about their children’s 
blood noses and asthma?  

One of the contentious issues during the debate on the Hope Valley-Wattleup Redevelopment Bill was whether 
the master plan would be subject to the same review and accountability processes as other planning schemes. 
Unlike the Swan Valley Planning Act, which puts in place a regional planning committee, the only authority in 
this case is the WAPC. In that sense, I would appreciate the minister providing some clarity about the role of the 
boundaries between LandCorp as the developer and WAPC as the planning authority. The government has a 
huge responsibility to ensure that the accountability and transparency of planning decisions are maintained. 

If through the passage of this amendment bill we will clarify the legal status and strengthen the powers of the 
master plan, I would like to be advised on whether the recommended environmental conditions are being 
implemented and enforced. I would like some feedback on six areas. Hon Sally Talbot has already mentioned a 
couple of them. The first is the water management strategy. That strategy was supposed to be developed to 
incorporate specified requirements and be approved before the finalisation of a precinct structure plan. I would 
like to know where we are up to with the water strategy. To meet the objectives and requirements of the water 
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strategy, each use of and development within the redevelopment area shall be carried out within the water 
management plan, addressing the management of ground and surface water quality and quantity and potential 
contaminants. I would like the minister to provide some feedback on that. I would also like some feedback on the 
biodiversity strategy. Specified requirements were supposed to be met before the finalisation of the first precinct 
structure plan. In the consultation that I attended, concerns were raised about wildlife corridors and whether 
enough contiguous land had been set aside to maintain some of the fauna and flora that exist there. Prior to the 
finalisation of this biodiversity strategy, interim requirements shall apply to any subdivision use and 
development near wetlands in areas of good or better quality vegetation or at threatened ecological community 
sites. It would be prudent at this point of scrutinising the Hope Valley-Wattleup Redevelopment Act and how it 
is being implemented to see whether the biodiversity strategy, of which the government is the key developer, 
protects the biodiversity of the flora. 

I turn now to the Environmental Protection Authority’s objectives for the protection of the water quality of 
Cockburn Sound. The Cockburn Sound Management Council has been attending forums and looking at the 
industrial development in that area. This, of course, links into the water quality management strategy regarding 
how on-site water is managed and whether it flows into the sound. Has the quality of the sound been protected in 
the development of this area? The EPA has several objectives. I can either briefly summarise the EPA conditions 
or just refer the minister to the EPA report and recommendations. 

Hon Helen Morton: That’s okay. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Finally, the other environmental condition that the EPA set out for the master plan 
was that the construction of more than one house on a lot in a rural precinct shall be prohibited. 

I will take a couple of minutes to note in detail the master plan environmental goals that I want to track. I am 
asking the minister to tell me where we are at in the achievement of the master plan’s laudable goals. According 
to my notes, part 7 on page 40 of the amended 2008 version of the master plan that I have states — 

The use or development of land is not to have individual or cumulative adverse environmental or social 
impacts on: 

• residential areas outside the Redevelopment Area; 

This is critical because we are finding that perhaps the Cockburn Cement buffer could have been firmer. We 
have heard testimony from the Kwinana Industries Council that the key point for industry to proceed with 
confidence in this state is setting adequate buffers so the industries do not conflict with residents. According to 
my notes, the goals of the master plan also include — 

• other land uses and amenities within or outside the Redevelopment Area; 

We are not supposed to have environmental or social impacts on other land uses and amenities within or outside 
the redevelopment area. That, too, goes to the buffers. Hon Sally Talbot has mentioned other sensitive 
environments within or outside the redevelopment area. The other goals of the master plan are to not impact 
adversely on — 

• conservation category wetlands or any sensitive environments within or outside of the Redevelopment 
Area; 

• Cockburn Sound; 

• soil, groundwater and surface water; 

• air quality; and 

• future land uses within and surrounding the Redevelopment Area. 

This is all about having adequate land use strategies in place so that the uses for the land do not conflict. The 
minister could update us on that. Market gardeners in that area are being priced out, and Cockburn Cement has 
some challenges with the emissions regulations that it should be held accountable for. 

There are some excellent quality patches of bush in this redevelopment area, particularly alongside the road 
verges. I would like to know whether efforts are being made to preserve these areas because that is one way we 
can provide a habitat for the animals that are being pushed out due to the industrial development. 

In conclusion, the constituents in the Hope Valley-Wattleup area want greater certainty. If this bill will deliver 
that, it should be supported. Likewise, clarifying the legal basis of the role of the developer contributions in the 
area is very important. For those reasons the Greens (WA) support the bill. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): The question is that the bill be read a second time. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Aye. 
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: The Minister for Child Protection. 

Hon Ken Travers: We want to hear from the Minister for Mental Health, Minister for Finance! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: There are still two minutes remaining. I am sure that the minister can make a 
start. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [12.58 pm] — in reply: I 
know, Mr Deputy President; I wanted you to refer to me as the Minister for Mental Health rather than the 
Minister for Child Protection. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: My apologies! The Minister for Mental Health has the call. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. 

I thank members for their contributions and for their support for the Hope Valley–Wattleup Redevelopment 
Amendment Bill 2010, albeit with some conditions. Some members want me to provide additional information, 
which I hope to be able to provide. I am very appreciative of having the lunchtime break to enable me to get 
those questions answered for members. However, I can make a start by providing members with some of the 
information that I have at hand. I will recap the background to this bill. In 2000 the Western Australian Planning 
Commission completed the Fremantle–Rockingham Industrial Regional Area Strategy—FRIARS—which Hon 
Sally Talbot referred to, to provide a strategic land use planning direction for the region over the coming 20 to 
25 years. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Before the break, I had just started to remind people of the original purpose of the 
Hope Valley–Wattleup Redevelopment Amendment Bill 2010. In 2000, the Western Australian Planning 
Commission completed the Fremantle–Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy, commonly referred to as 
FRIARS, to provide strategic land use planning direction for the region over the coming 20 to 25 years. FRIARS 
identified the redevelopment of the Hope Valley–Wattleup area as regionally significant for the future industrial 
and economic growth of Western Australia. The strategy highlighted the strategic significance of the region—
which had experienced major population growth over the previous decade—being located adjacent to Western 
Australia’s primary heavy industrial precinct, the Kwinana industrial area, its proximity to the state’s principal 
existing port facilities at Fremantle, and the fact that it was adjacent to a proposed major new port development. 
FRIARS further addressed conflicts associated with inappropriate land use, such as residential land use, in the 
Kwinana environmental protection area.  

The Hope Valley–Wattleup Redevelopment Act 2000 defined an area of more than 1 400 hectares in the local 
government areas of Cockburn and Kwinana for redevelopment for industrial use. The act required LandCorp, 
the state government’s property developer, to plan, undertake, promote and coordinate the development and 
redevelopment of land within the Hope Valley–Wattleup project area. In March 2005, the Hope Valley–
Wattleup master plan, developed by LandCorp in consultation with the Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure, the Department of Environment and the Department of Conservation and Land Management, was 
gazetted and hence had the support of the previous government. The area was officially re-branded as the 
Latitude 32 industry zone in December 2006. The two local government areas affected by Latitude 32 are 
Kwinana and Cockburn. LandCorp owns about 15 per cent of that area. The area is predominantly zoned 
industrial and commercial and will incorporate precincts that include a variety of uses and functions, such as 
general industry, transport industry, a commercial centre, eco-industry, a business park, resource recovery, and 
parks and recreation. The Environmental Protection Authority provided advice and recommendations on 
environmental factors relevant to the master plan and the conditions to which it should be subject. These were 
incorporated into the master plan, which provides for the retention and reinforcement of key remnant vegetation 
and the protection of wetlands.  

Members raised the issue of compensation. LandCorp advises that only four residential landowners remain in the 
master plan area and that they are in negotiations with LandCorp to have their land acquired. If the owners do 
not sell their land on the open market or agree to a price with LandCorp, a decision may be made to 
compulsorily acquire the land pursuant to the processes under the Land Administration Act 1997 and the Hope 
Valley–Wattleup Redevelopment Act. This would include relocation costs and LandCorp paying up to 10 per 
cent more than the market price for the property. 

I think it is worthwhile clarifying what the Hope Valley–Wattleup Redevelopment Amendment Bill 2010 is and 
is not about. This bill is a minor legal change to clarify that the master plan has full legal effect with the status of 
subsidiary legislation. The bill is not about addressing other concerns involving the Hope Valley–Wattleup 
redevelopment project more generally, although I will touch on some of those concerns. These other concerns 
that members raised have already been noted by the Minister for Planning.  
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The issue of the pace of development was raised. A number of different concerns have been raised by members 
of Parliament regarding the pace, size and nature of the development in the Latitude 32 area. Some argue that the 
project is going too slowly and others have argued that the land set aside for this project is too large. However, it 
is important to stress that this project, unlike many other development projects, is very long term with a 30-year 
projection. Obviously, a 30-year transition from a predominantly residential, semi-rural and rural area to an 
industrial area was always going to face challenges. There will always be people who feel that the pace and 
nature of the transition is not occurring quickly enough. As to the size of the development, it has been very 
prudent of the state government to do such forward planning and to set aside this area for the future industrial 
expansion of Perth. 

Members asked about what stage the Hope Valley–Wattleup redevelopment is at currently. Although, again, this 
does not strictly relate to the purpose of the bill, the first stage of development, the Flinders precinct, is under 
construction and the district structure plan and amendments to the master plan are expected to be finalised in 
early 2011. I will tell the house a little more about that. The first stage of development, the Flinders precinct, is, 
as I mentioned, under construction. The master plan is currently being revised. It is basically the zoning plan for 
the area. The master plan outlines how the land can be developed in the future and sets out the process needed to 
gain legal surety. Following its initial release in 2004, the master plan is now proposed to be revised to 
incorporate the container handling facility proposed by the Department of Planning and other changes to reflect 
community feedback. The district structure plan is also being prepared. It is a document that provides a broad 
outline of how an area will be developed and an additional level of detail of land use, infrastructure and the 
environment. The district structure plan will enable and coordinate the delivery of the land use precincts within 
Latitude 32. It will provide a conceptual staging plan for the rest of the area based on land ownership, site levels, 
quarrying and access to infrastructure. However, it is hard to provide a specific time frame for those 
developments. This staging plan is important as it provides the necessary certainty to agencies, such as Western 
Power and the Water Corporation, to undertake their planning of the key infrastructure, water, sewerage, power 
et cetera needed to transform Latitude 32 from a rural area into an industrial area. The public consultation period 
for these proposed changes closed in August 2010. LandCorp advises that these new and amended documents 
will be published in early 2011. 

Both Hon Lynn MacLaren and Hon Sally Talbot raised some concerns about the impact of this project on the 
current residents of the area. Although this does not relate strictly to the purpose of the bill, it is worth addressing 
some of those concerns. Firstly, claims have been made that residents have not been kept properly informed of 
the progress of this project. LandCorp has made strong efforts to properly advise residents. For example, the 
Latitude 32 website—for those who are interested, it is www.latitude32planning.com.au—contains a large 
volume of relevant public information, as well as contact details for people who seek further information. 
Moreover, LandCorp is amending the master plan to further reflect community feedback and stakeholder input 
from the public comment phase, which, as I said, closed in August 2010. 

In relation to the purchase of properties in the area, as I have mentioned, LandCorp already owns 15 per cent of 
the properties in the area. It has never been the state government’s intention to own all the land within the area. 
The private sector will need to play a major role in the development of Latitude 32. The district structure plan 
and the revised master plan will give landowners and the private sector confidence that the project is going 
forward and is a step closer to the provision of the infrastructure that is essential for the area to be developed. 
Landowners are, therefore, free to sell their properties on the open market and are encouraged to explore this 
avenue in the first instance if they want to move from the area. LandCorp will assist landowners to understand 
their options following the adoption of the district structure plan. Those options may include quarrying their site 
to the agreed level, working with adjoining landowners to understand the development intentions for their land, 
and preparing local structure plans, as well as timing for the provision of new infrastructure. In some 
circumstances, for compassionate reasons LandCorp does purchase properties at market value. Therefore, in the 
event that any landowners are unable to sell their land on the open market, LandCorp is able to discuss further 
options. 

Hon Lynn MacLaren asked a question about the interplay between LandCorp and the Western Australian 
Planning Commission in respect of this bill. The act affords a number of responsibilities to LandCorp, as the 
Western Australian Land Authority, to plan, undertake, promote and coordinate the development and 
redevelopment of land in the redevelopment area. The Western Australian Planning Commission has 
responsibility to carry out the development assessment, enforcement, control and structure plan endorsement of 
the redevelopment area. It is important to distinguish between the roles of those two authorities. For example, 
criticism has been made about the perceived inability of LandCorp to intervene in some incidents involving 
breaches of the act through unauthorised development. However, oversight and enforcement of the act is the role 
of the Western Australian Planning Commission, through the Department of Planning, and the department has 
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acted on incidents promptly when required, such as, for example, in the Brajkovich case, which I think I 
mentioned in this house sometime this week, or it might have been last week.  

Hon Sally Talbot asked why this redevelopment cannot be undertaken by a redevelopment authority similar to 
the redevelopment authorities that are in place elsewhere in the metropolitan area. Those redevelopment 
authorities are in the metropolitan area, and I think it is public knowledge that they are to be amalgamated into 
one single metropolitan redevelopment authority. This redevelopment sits very much on the outskirts of the 
metropolitan area, and I think it has a different sense to it from the areas that are covered by the existing 
redevelopment authorities. 

Just to go a bit further, part 3 of the Hope Valley–Wattleup Redevelopment Act establishes a master plan. That is 
basically the zoning plan for the area. The master plan outlines how the land can be developed in the future, and 
sets in place the processes that are required to gain legal surety for that development. The master plan effectively 
operates as a local planning scheme and replaces the schemes over certain land in the local government districts 
of the City of Cockburn and the Town of Kwinana. The master plan deals with land uses, environmental and 
heritage aspects, infrastructure, economics, statutory requirements, social impacts and future direction of 
industrial development. To avoid any doubt, section 23(1) of the act provides that any town planning schemes or 
local planning schemes in relation to the redevelopment area will be repealed so that they will not apply to a 
development that commences in that area under this act. In this way, the act is similar to other redevelopment 
acts that apply throughout the Perth metropolitan area. Following the initial release of the master plan in 2004, 
the master plan will now be revised to incorporate the container handling facility proposed by the Department of 
Planning, and to reflect changes as a result of the community feedback.  

A question was asked about the legal status of this bill, or why this bill is necessary. The purpose of this bill is to 
provide further clarity on the legal status of the Hope Valley master plan. As I have said, part 3 of the bill 
establishes a master plan that will effectively operate as a local planning scheme and replaces the schemes over 
certain land in the local government districts of the City of Cockburn and the Town of Kwinana. LandCorp, as 
the Western Australian Land Authority responsible for planning and developing the area, noted that there is 
some confusion over the legal status of the master plan. Continued uncertainty will affect the successful 
operation of the project, and particularly the confidence in the ability to enforce development contribution plans. 
The master plan sets out the development contribution plans that have been formulated for each relevant 
precinct. Development contribution plans identify in a general way the costs to be paid for administrative or 
infrastructure works, and seek to share those costs equitably between owners. Clause 6.3.5 of the master plan 
specifically prohibits the Western Australian Planning Commission from approving a development application 
before a landowner’s cost contribution has been paid. To put the issue beyond any doubt, the bill inserts into the 
act a new section 22A, which confirms that the master plan has legislative effect, with the legal status of 
subsidiary legislation as defined in the Interpretation Act 1984. This amendment effectively confirms that the 
master plan will have the same status as other planning schemes under the Planning and Development Act 2005.  

The bill also inserts into the act a new section 22B, which confirms that a person who contravenes the master 
plan is liable to a penalty of $50 000, and a daily penalty of $5 000. This will again improve clarity and ensure 
consistency with similar penalty amount provisions found in sections 25, 31(5) and 32(4) of the act. 

The bill has been proposed at this time for a number of reasons. The government has acted as soon as reasonably 
practicable upon receiving advice about the possible problems associated with the legal status of the master plan. 
The first stage of development in the Latitude 32 industry zone—the Flinders precinct—is under construction. 
Thus there is some urgency to ensure public and private confidence in the enforceability of the master plan. 
LandCorp is amending the master plan following the closure of the public submission period in August 2010, as 
I have mentioned. This will be followed by an assessment by the Western Australian Planning Commission. 
LandCorp anticipates that the new, amended master plan will be published sometime in 2011. Therefore, the aim 
is to try to pass this bill to clarify the legal status of the master plan as subsidiary legislation before or around the 
time that the new, amended master plan comes into effect. When I say that the new master plan will be published 
sometime in 2011, that is always referred to as being in early 2011, and I do not have any better time frame for 
that. 

The bill is consistent with the timetable for the state’s overall planning reform agenda, given the successful 
introduction of the Approvals and Related Reforms (No. 4) (Planning) Act 2010 and the Directions 2031 policy 
in mid-2010, to be followed by the anticipated metropolitan redevelopment authority bill in 2011.  

Development contributions were raised by both members.   

Hon Sally Talbot: Developer contributions.  
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Hon HELEN MORTON: Sorry, developer contributions. Section 28(1)(a) of the Hope Valley–Wattleup 
Redevelopment Act 2000 requires the WA Planning Commission and the State Administrative Tribunal on 
appeal to consider the master plan when considering whether to grant or refuse development approval in the 
Hope Valley–Wattleup area. Paragraph 6.3.5 of the master plan prescribes a mandatory condition that the WA 
Planning Commission is not to grant approval until an owner has paid any relevant development contributions in 
accordance with the development contribution plan. The words “is not to” suggest that this is a mandatory 
condition. However, advice has been received that if, unlike other local planning schemes, the master plan is not 
subsidiary legislation, then it is arguable that the WA Planning Commission and SAT on appeal have to give 
only due regard, and nothing more, to the master plan. In other words, the WA Planning Commission and SAT 
on appeal could potentially choose to depart from paragraph 6.3.5 and give development approval even when a 
developer has not paid any required development contribution. This would obviously undermine the whole 
nature of the redevelopment area, could impose inequitable burdens on the state government, local government 
and other owners, and would be contrary to the state’s intention as outlined in State Planning Policy 3.6, 
“Development Contributions for Infrastructure”.  

Hon Lynn MacLaren was also seeking information on the biodiversity strategy and water management. I think 
the member was asking whether these amendments would impact on environmental and other protective 
measures. I will go through the detailed answer that I have and then provide some more specific information. 
Obviously, the specific and separate requirements under the EP act, regulations and other measures will continue 
to apply. Section 28(1)(c) of the Hope Valley–Wattleup Redevelopment Act also requires the WA Planning 
Commission to consider any relevant environmental protection policy under part III of the EP act when making a 
decision on whether to grant development approval. For the avoidance of doubt, this requirement has existed 
since the act commenced on 7 December 2000, which was before the master plan came into existence in 2004. 
However, this bill will enshrine the legal status of part 7, “Environment”, of the master plan. In particular, the 
WA Planning Commission and SAT on appeal will be bound by any mandatory conditions prescribed under the 
master plan. For example, paragraph 7.3.1, “Site Contamination”, says that any development of the 
redevelopment area shall be carried out and managed so as to prevent site contamination. However, without this 
bill, it is debatable whether this is a mere policy statement to which the WA Planning Commission and SAT on 
appeal have to give due regard but from which they could otherwise depart. This bill removes any doubt by 
giving the provisions of the master plan the same status as provisions under regulations, local planning schemes 
and other types of subsidiary legislation.  

The biodiversity strategy was a requirement of the Environmental Protection Authority assessment process. The 
strategy is contained in assessment 1470, which was completed and advertised in 2006. The biodiversity strategy 
was endorsed by the WA Planning Commission and the Department of Environment and Conservation in 2007. 
The key principles of the biodiversity strategy have been incorporated into schedule 10 of the master plan, have 
been included in the Flinders precinct structure plan, and have in turn been transferred into the district structure 
plan, which has now been completed and advertised and is just awaiting the endorsement of the WA Planning 
Commission.  

The situation with the water management strategy is similar to that of the biodiversity strategy. It was a 
requirement of the Environmental Protection Authority and was incorporated into schedule 10 of the master 
plan. Further key principles that will be incorporated but are still in draft stage include a proposed district water 
management strategy and local water management strategy. Please note that LandCorp could not give me a time 
frame for when this is likely to be completed, given the time I had in which to get information for members.  

With regard to bushland and the edge of main roads, again, LandCorp could not give me a complete, 
unequivocal answer as it was not 100 per cent sure what was being asked. I think I have already mentioned how 
bushland is going to be reserved. LandCorp could advise that areas of quality vegetation had been identified 
together with, and in connection with, biodiversity links and corridors. These areas of quality vegetation and 
biodiversity corridors will be further protected under the proposed draft district structure plan.  

Hon Lynn MacLaren asked about there being one or more houses on a property. I could not get the answer to 
that either, because without the member’s notes et cetera, I was not able to really outline the detailed information 
the member was requesting. I will ensure that I get that information to the member even if it is after the bill has 
progressed. On the basis of the information put to LandCorp, it said that it would generally be opposed to the 
development of more than one residence on a lot.  

I think I am at the final part of the comments I wanted to make. We have already discussed the issue of 
Brajkovich in the house, so I do not really feel the need to go over that except to say that it is an example of 
when the authorities are prepared to take action. I think the member asked about the ability of the authorities to 
take action under those circumstances.  
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I have the impression that I have covered most of the issues that were raised. Again, if there is anything else that 
members would like to be addressed, I am happy to get that information outside this time frame; I obviously 
missed one or two bits because of the limited time I had in which to get that information. However, I am happy 
to follow them up. With those comments, I commend the bill to the house.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading.  

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health), and passed. 
 


