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METROPOLITAN REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY BILL 2011 

Second Reading 
Resumed from 8 September. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [3.12 pm]: I want to thank the Minister for Planning and his 
departmental staff for the advice and information they have provided to me on this bill thus far.   

The enactment of this bill will create a very powerful land development agency, with potentially the same 
powers as the Western Australian Planning Commission, and the ability to take over the responsibility of local 
governments in any part of the Perth metropolitan area. It is critical that this house undertake a proper review of 
the bill to ensure that the powers conferred are reasonable and justified.  

I have some substantial concerns about this bill, which I will now highlight. These concerns centre on the 
purpose for creating the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority, its substantial powers, the governance structure, 
and its relationship with local government. I believe there are a number of amendments that must be made to 
ensure that we have an agency that has justifiable powers and a proper relationship with local government.   

I will make these remarks under the following general guidelines: planning reforms; lack of sustainability goals 
and clear purpose in the MRA bill; further fragmentation of the planning system; ministerial powers and the 
separation of these powers; inadequacy of consultation and public involvement thus far; governance structure; 
and, finally, business arrangements. 

I will deal firstly with planning reforms. I would like to begin by reiterating that the Greens (WA) support an 
effective and efficient urban planning system that delivers the following four outcomes. The first outcome is 
more sustainable urban development. That includes the provision of diverse and affordable housing that reflects 
the needs of the community, and equitable infill development in middle and inner suburbs; the highest standards 
possible for energy and water efficiency in urban areas; land use planning and development to connect and 
integrate activity nodes with residential areas to favour walking, cycling and public transport over car use; 
provision of community infrastructure, including highly accessible public transport, public open spaces, cultural 
spaces, and meeting places; protection of natural ecosystems, ecologically sensitive design, carbon-neutral 
developments, and ongoing monitoring of the impacts of development on the natural environment; and an 
increase in high density areas, with sensitivity to human scale and local heritage.  

The second outcome is greater community involvement in every stage of planning, with the use of innovative 
democratic processes. The third outcome is improved capacity for local governments to serve their communities. 
The fourth and final outcome is a planning and development system that supports integrated, effective and 
efficient processes and service delivery, and is also highly transparent and accountable. 

I believe that the position taken by the Royal Australian Institute of Architects, in affirming the need for an 
integrated approach to designing our cities, reflects the highest principles of sustainability to which we should 
aspire in our planning system. I will quote briefly from the RAIA environment policy — 

The RAIA affirms the responsibility of the architectural profession, as a key player in the construction 
industry, to embrace an integrated approach to ecological, social and economic sustainability. 

To come back to this bill, I note with real concern that there are no goals within the bill that aspire to achieving a 
world class, sustainable, liveable future for our city. The bill outlines the function of the MRA but not its 
purpose. I believe that the MRA should use its substantial powers to undertake development activities that the 
private sector would not be naturally willing to do. These include things such as increasing housing diversity; 
housing affordability; ecologically-sensitive design; energy and water efficiency; climate responsiveness; 
walkable, cycle-friendly neighbourhoods; and transit-oriented development. These would all enhance 
community wellbeing and support sustainable development, not just for current generations but also for future 
generations.  

The Economic Audit Committee, in its review of the land development process, came up with the following 
statement in its paper titled “Maximising Value Through Planning, Competition and Innovation — 

In reviewing the direct role of the State in land development in Western Australia, the Committee has 
focused on some key principles of effective governance: 

• the State should only engage in activities where there is market failure; … 

The report then lists a number of other points. It then goes on to say — 

The Committee notes that the Government’s land development functions are fragmented across several 
agencies, as shown in the table below:  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 20 September 2011] 

 p7170d-7181a 
Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Alyssa Hayden; Hon Adele Farina 

 [2] 

The table lists many of the land development agencies that we have in this state, including LandCorp, the 
Department of Housing, and the Department of Planning. The report then goes on to make a number of points 
about land development, one of which is — 

• as a general rule, there is no market failure with respect to development of residential land in the 
metropolitan areas and larger regional centres. … However, the Department of Housing 
(predominantly through joint ventures with private developers) has positioned itself as a major 
provider of affordable housing lots in the metropolitan area. There is arguably a legitimate public 
interest for Government to continue to act in this role; … 

Finally, the report states, under the topic “Issues related to the redevelopment authorities” — 

The Committee notes the Premier’s recent announcement proposing to merge the four current 
redevelopment authorities into a single entity. It supports this proposal as a means of consolidating 
expertise, extracting efficiency gains and strengthening the ongoing financial viability of the 
Authorities’ activities. Over time, however, the Government’s initiatives to revitalise the planning 
system should lead to a diminishing need for a standalone Redevelopment Authority, with its functions 
being assumed by the WAPC/Department of Planning and LandCorp.  

The bill specifies reasons for recommending the declaration of the redevelopment area; namely, for the provision 
of commercial or residential land close to public transport and the development of new industries. However, it 
does not specify one of the most pressing housing issues for this state; namely, the provision of affordable 
housing. I would like to hear the minister’s reasons for not including affordable housing and the other 
sustainability and community wellbeing objectives that I have just spoken about. 

The creation of the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority has the potential to add to the fragmented nature of 
the state’s planning and development functions. I note that the Economic Audit Committee recommends that the 
redevelopment authority role should eventually be subsumed under the existing land development agencies. 
Given that the role of LandCorp is to act in the community’s interest in undertaking both major urban 
development and renewal projects, I am interested in the basis on which redevelopment projects will be allocated 
by the government to the MRA rather than LandCorp. When I asked the minister this question, he replied that 
LandCorp undertakes community service obligation projects and that the establishment of the Metropolitan 
Redevelopment Authority will enable the government to choose the appropriate delivery agency depending on 
the planning, commercial, social and other aspects of the project. This seems to reinforce the EAC’s view that 
the planning system is too fragmented and that there is no need to create another agency. These are important 
considerations, particularly as I have already noted that the purpose of the MRA is not clear and that there is no 
clear public interest requirement that would set it apart from private developers and indeed from the corporatised 
role of LandCorp. The state government recently implemented new legislation to establish development 
assessment panels, improvement plans and improvement schemes as part of its reforms to improve the land 
planning and approvals process. I think it is important for the minister to explain how the MRA fits into the 
reform agenda and the relationship between the MRA and these reforms. I asked for this to be clarified in 
correspondence with the minister. I was not really satisfied with the response that I got, so I hope that the 
minister representing will be able to explain that. 

I note that the MRA legislation will be subject to ministerial review after five years but, given the 
recommendations of the Economic Audit Committee that I just advised the house of, I asked the minister 
whether consideration was given to a sunset clause for the MRA to ensure that this legislative mandate is finite 
and that the government cannot simply extend the MRA’s existence. A sunset clause would serve to ensure that 
during the lifespan of the MRA the government will also actively move towards the integration of the functions 
of the redevelopment authority with existing state planning and land agencies. The minister’s response was that a 
five-year review is sufficient to ensure appropriate scrutiny, but this does not provide the necessary assurance 
that serious consideration will be given to rationalising the state’s land development agencies. I note that the 
existing redevelopment authorities were all meant to be temporary, but with the creation of this bill we can in 
fact see that the redevelopment authority mechanism has become more powerful and enduring than that initially 
envisaged. 

The Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill gives the MRA considerable powers for planning, development 
controls and service provision. A redevelopment scheme will suspend the local government planning scheme, 
the Western Australian Planning Commission metropolitan planning scheme and the development controls by 
these entities for the duration of the MRA’s operations. However, it is unclear what the policy rationale and 
public benefits are for the lack of separation of regulatory powers and development activities in the creation of 
the MRA. The MRA bill provides the state government with the mechanisms to take over the planning and 
development of any part of the metropolitan area through a single agency. One of the most significant 
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implications of the bill is the lack of separation of the MRA’s planning functions from its development functions 
and the considerable powers this gives the authority and the land development committees.  

I will now refer to the “McLeods Bulletin to Metropolitan Local Governments”. McLeods Barristers and 
Solicitors is a legal advice company that has provided information to metropolitan local governments on this bill. 
The information that rose to my attention is in paragraph 2.6, which states — 

For practical purposes, the Minister can bring this new powerful agency in to take over the role of the 
responsible local government in development and development control functions in any area of land in 
the Perth metropolitan region. The MRA can exercise not only the wide range of powers conferred 
directly under the Bill, but also can receive a delegation of authority from the WAPC, to exercise 
powers of the WAPC under the P & D Act — 

That is, the Planning and Development Act — 

(cl.9, and cl.140(2)). 

The effect of a redevelopment scheme being approved by the minister would be the suspension of the local 
government planning scheme and the metropolitan region scheme for the duration of its operation. Development 
control that would normally be undertaken by the local government or the WAPC would be suspended and the 
WAPC’s subdivision powers removed. There appears to be nothing in the MRA bill that would prevent a 
redevelopment area being made for the whole metropolitan area, which would wipe out the planning system that 
has evolved since 1928. Although this may not happen, the potential exists for significant portions of the 
metropolitan region to be included in the redevelopment areas. Further, in situations in which the MRA is the 
developer, approval must be given by the minister rather than the WAPC, which means that appeals cannot be 
made to State Administrative Tribunal. There is always the possibility of a disallowance of the regulations by 
either house of Parliament, but that depends on who controls the balance of power in the upper house.  

Although this bill is modelled on four major redevelopment authority acts—namely, East Perth, Subiaco, 
Armadale and Midland—under which the authorities hold both planning and development powers, I note that the 
more recent redevelopment authority acts for Hope Valley–Wattleup and Perry Lakes separated out the planning 
powers of the redevelopment authority. In the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Act, which was amended in this 
house by the Greens and the Liberal and National Parties at the time, the WAPC is the development approval 
authority that approves the advertising of the redevelopment scheme prepared by the redevelopment authority, 
which was LandCorp, and recommends to the planning minister whether a redevelopment scheme should be 
approved based on public submissions. The Perry Lakes Redevelopment Act did not make changes to the usual 
requirement for the WAPC to make subdivision determinations. It has a clear separation of the developer 
functions and the approval functions and I believe that approach should be taken in this bill. The MRA has the 
potential to significantly influence developments across the whole metropolitan region and it is therefore prudent 
to have sufficient checks and balances in place for accountability and transparency.  

I draw members’ attention to the City of Perth’s comments about this bill, recorded in its minutes. The City of 
Perth felt that there was a concern about the checks and balances. The comments on page 62 of the council 
agenda, states — 

The MRA Bill is a significant piece of legislation which could potentially have major implications upon 
planning and redevelopment within metropolitan local governments. A large percentage of land within 
the City of Perth boundaries (approximately 16.6%) currently falls within the East Perth 
Redevelopment Area. It is understood that the intention is to increase this further to include the Perth 
Waterfront Project area. For this reason, the provisions of the MRA Bill are of major significance to, 
and potentially have major implications upon, the city and its future development.  

Despite the significance of the Bill it was prepared and introduced to State Parliament without 
consultation or input from the City, or local governments in general. It is understood that the only 
consultation relating to local government was with the Western Australian Local Government 
Association. There is no opportunity for public comment. This is very disappointing and unsatisfactory, 
particularly as a number of aspects of the Bill are of considerable concern detailed below. 

I draw members’ attention specifically to the comment on the top of page 64, which states — 

No checks and balances have been applied to the delegation of WAPC functions. These functions could 
potentially be delegated to the MRA in relation to any land within the city without consultation with the 
City. This is of great concern particularly as it has the potential to undermine the functions of the City. 
Furthermore, there is the potential for this to fracture the governance and planning of the city. 

It would be prudent for the WAPC to retain its subdivision powers under the Planning and Development Act. 
The WAPC, not the MRA, is responsible for making the recommendation on the draft and final redevelopment 
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schemes to the Minister for Planning. My last point about what would be prudent is that the WAPC is 
responsible for the development controls that may be delegated in any case. I note that clarification was sought 
in the other place regarding which minister will be accountable for the MRA. Clauses 20, 34, 57 and 60 of the 
bill were amended in the other place to ensure that the planning functions of the bill would be undertaken by the 
minister responsible for the Planning and Development Act. I would argue, however, that similar amendments 
should be made to clauses 29 and 74 and all of part 5 to ensure that the planning minister retains responsibility 
for all planning-related decisions, as is currently specified under the Planning and Development Act. 

The government has a very poor record of consultation on this bill, and I believe that that theme is coming 
through strongly. The government is continuing its poor record of a lack of proper consultation with stakeholders 
and the public, which is paramount to the openness and accountability of government decision making. There 
has been limited consultation before introducing the bill, which is disrespectful to local government. I will quote 
statements made by Hon Peter Collier about the importance of respecting local government during the debate on 
the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill 2005. The minister might not recall his comments — 

Hon Peter Collier: I remember every word; they were magnificent! 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Perhaps the minister can remind us all. 

Hon Peter Collier: Do you want me to recite it for you? It would be a long interjection; I spoke for about an 
hour and a half, I think. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: There was only one thing I wanted to quote. 

Hon Peter Collier: A bit selective are we? 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I would not want to rehash the debate that the minister so eloquently put before us, 
except I cannot find the quote. I will come back to that when I wrap up my speech. On pages 7482b to 7497a of 
Hansard on 17 November 2005, the minister basically said that there was great concern among the local 
government sector. I share that concern. There has been a lack of proper consultation regarding the introduction 
of this bill. At that time, Hon Peter Collier was talking about the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill, and today we 
are talking about the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill. The MRA bill appears to continue the trend of 
this government to use state-level planning instruments to dominate local planning decisions without appropriate 
consultation. 

I will refer to the Western Australian Local Government Association’s letter to the minister, which is dated 8 
September. On pages 4 and 5 of that letter, which has now been received by the minister, I believe, WALGA 
states — 

Representatives of the Association were briefed on the proposal to establish a single Metropolitan 
Redevelopment Authority by officers of the Department of Planning (DoP) late in 2010 and the 
Association was given the opportunity to provide written comments on draft 3 of the Bill in March 
2011. The Association’s review and comments were high level as WALGA was unable to engage with 
its members in developing the comments, due to the confidentiality of the draft Bill, as specified by the 
DoP. 

It was expected that there would be further opportunity for consultation directly with Local 
Governments on the final draft of the Bill, to ensure that all local governments had an opportunity to 
consider the proposed legislation in detail and provide feedback. Given that the Department of Planning 
consulted with the existing redevelopment authorities and other State Government Agencies on the final 
Bill, it was disappointing that the Department did not extend the same opportunity to local government, 
in particular those local governments that are currently part of a redevelopment area, i.e. Cities of 
Subiaco, Perth, Armadale and Swan. 

The MRA Bill is currently being debated in Parliament without any official opportunity for input by 
affected local governments. This lack of engagement with the local government sector is disappointing 
and undermines the current cooperative working environment of the existing Redevelopment 
Authorities and the respective local governments. The preparation of the new MRA could have drawn 
from the substantial local government experience regarding the operations of the current 
Redevelopment Authorities. The prepared legislation, therefore, would have learnt from the challenges 
encountered, in order to guarantee that the new Bill would be consolidating the best aspects and 
practices of the four Redevelopment Authorities. 

The lack of consultation and engagement in this process has resulted in the preparation of this 
representative submission, to enable local government views, comments and concerns to be formally 
considered, prior to further debate on the Bill. 
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This letter had not been received when we began our discussions on this bill a fortnight ago. I think it is a 
damning judgement of our system that we have not properly taken into account the views of these very important 
cities, especially the ones that have had redevelopment authorities. Only recently I received a letter from the City 
of Swan that also goes into detail about how disappointed it was at not being able to participate in the 
development of this bill. Perhaps at a later stage of the debate I will read in the City of Swan’s concerns. The 
City of Perth has several concerns, but I have chosen to read only a part of its concerns. It is concerned that the 
powers for declaring a redevelopment area are very broad. That applies to commercial and residential purposes 
that are close to public transport and for new industries. A redevelopment area could be applied to large sections 
of the metropolitan area. The City of Perth has a vital interest in the Perth Waterfront development. It has not 
been given the opportunity to consider the implications of the bill on the planning and development of the 
waterfront. This project is arguably the most significant development in our city in recent memory. It will define 
the city and its urban form for generations to come. The Perth city council should have been considered during 
the consultation of this bill, considering the significance of that project. The City of Perth’s planning committee 
also states that the bill — 

… strays from the original intent of reinvigoration and redevelopment of underutilised and neglected 
land within the metropolitan area that is not being, or cannot be, delivered by the private sector. 

The only consultation in this context is with the WAPC and the relevant local government. Public consultation 
and consultation with landowners is not required. The bill provides very little opportunity for community 
participation in the planning process.  

The Planning Institute of Australia’s views on public participation are worthy of consideration at this point, 
given how significant is its criticism of this legislation. Briefly, the Planning Institute of Australia states it 
believes the following — 

Good planning practice involves maximising opportunities for participation in planning and that this 
should include:  

• diversifying ways in which people can take part, 

• encouraging and enabling participation by members of groups that are hard to reach, and 

• making formal provision for the interests of some groups, especially future generations, to be 
represented. 

The PIA notes that the requirement for planning proposals to be advertised for public comment as a legal 
requirement should not be confused with “bona fide public participation”. I believe that the government’s reform 
of the planning process and any new legislation, such as the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill 2011, 
should include stronger legislative requirements for public involvement at the earliest stage. Certainly, the draft 
redevelopment scheme process is an opportunity for the scheme to be shaped and influenced by community 
values and comment and by public involvement. I again refer to the PIA national position statement.  

Public involvement is a step further than consultation, which is what clause 43, “Public notification of draft 
redevelopment scheme”, of the bill represents. In fact, public notification could be seen as merely keeping the 
public informed without any direct consultation. In contrast, public involvement would meet a commitment to 
ensure that public concerns and aspirations are directly reflected in alternative proposals; in this case, alternative 
redevelopment options. Feedback is provided on how public input has influenced the recommended scheme. 
There are already sound techniques, such as inquiry by design, that can be used for genuine two-way community 
engagement.  

The MRA bill should incorporate requirements for community involvement at the earliest stage; that is, the draft 
redevelopment stage. In the current provisions the MRA need make only reasonable endeavours to consult “the 
relevant local government and any public authority likely to be affected by this scheme”. This will not only 
enable the authority to avoid public involvement, but also give too much wriggle room in the consultation 
process. It is not even an effective bare minimum requirement. The MRA and any delegated agent of the 
authority should be required to work with—that is, collaborate with and involve—the relevant local government, 
the community and all relevant stakeholders in the development of draft schemes. The authority should be 
required to report on the issues of concern and how they are being dealt with in the draft redevelopment scheme 
prior to submission to the minister.  

I refer now to some points on governance. The Greens believe the government should be working in partnership 
with local governments in the important work of urban regeneration. This principle of partnership should be 
reflected in good faith by the ability of the local government sector to nominate its representative on the 
overarching board. Representation of the relevant local governments on the land redevelopment committees is 
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necessary but not sufficient for collaborative governance, because the authority’s board is the governing body 
and, therefore, local government should have a say in who represents the sector. It is appropriate for the board to 
have representation of a person nominated by the Western Australian Local Government Association. The bill 
provides that the minister can appoint to the board and the LRCs members with relevant qualifications. The bill 
outlines a list of relevant fields in which the board or LRC members must have experience in addition to the WA 
Planning Commission and/or local government representation. However, this does not guarantee that the board 
or the LRC have the right balance of knowledge, skills and experience to guide these redevelopment projects 
along the path of sustainability and best practice urban development. The Greens believe that the bill should 
specify that the composition of the board and each LRC must incorporate knowledge and expertise in, firstly, 
community affairs or cultural heritage; secondly, ecologically sensitive design or environmental sustainability; 
thirdly, business or financial management; and, fourthly, urban planning. The remaining members can then 
include persons with knowledge and expertise in one or more of the other fields that are listed in clauses 77(2) 
and 80(2) of the bill.  

I note that pressure from the local government sector has resulted in important changes to the bill being moved 
by the government in the other place in relation to local government representation on the LRCs. It is pleasing to 
see that the bill will now ensure that the relevant local government is able to nominate three representatives and 
that the minister must appoint one of these three. However, the bill does not address the issue of local 
government representation when the redevelopment area boundary includes more than one local government. 
The bill should allow for each relevant local government to have at least one representative on the LRC 
irrespective of the area included in the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority boundary. This would provide 
certainty to local government that it will have appropriate representation. This also means that the number of 
members on the LRC needs to be flexible to accommodate more than one local government.  

I refer now to the delegation of powers to a committee. The MRA can delegate its powers to a land 
redevelopment committee, the membership structure of which is specified in the bill, and the MRA is able to 
delegate the same powers to a committee established by the MRA and approved by the minister. However, there 
are no specifications on the membership of such committees. The authority and the minister, therefore, have 
considerable discretion around who is appointed to these committees; yet there is no transparency about who will 
be given what amounts to significantly powerful delegations. I note also that only in the regulations will the 
powers and the duties of the LR committees and persons be made clear. I would like the government to explain 
the reasons for the lack of specificity in defining these committees in the bill.  

The final comments I have to make relate to business arrangements. The MRA will be able to enter into business 
arrangements, including joint ventures, for the sharing of profits. I note that these arrangements can be approved 
by the Minister for Planning and the Treasurer. The ability to enter into business arrangements is modelled on 
the LandCorp legislation. But as we know, whereas LandCorp is not an agent of the Crown, the MRA is 
definitely an agent of the state. It is therefore important to establish the circumstances in which such business 
arrangements might occur and whether such arrangements will be subject to commercial-in-confidence 
provisions. I would like the government to explain also the assurances that exist there, whether there will be 
sufficient transparency in these arrangements and how the government will prevent significant losses of public 
funds, intellectual property and reputation in such arrangements.  

I note that I have a bit of time remaining, in which case I would like to chase up my quote from Hansard of Hon 
Peter Collier because it is relevant to this second reading debate. It reads — 

Local government is the closest level of decision making in our nation. Of all elected bodies, it has the 
most intimate connection with the people. It reflects the real concerns, interests and opinions of the 
people it represents. Local government ignites passions and creates division like no other level of 
government because it deals with issues at the absolute coalface. It deals with issues that impact most 
directly on the lifestyle of its constituents. Whether the issue be the removal of a tree, the establishment 
of a parking lot or the processes of recycling within the community, local government is the pulse of 
our liberal democratic system of government.  

He says further on — 

When another level of government decides that it will remove the capacity of the local authority to 
make decisions that impact directly on its constituents, the community involved will justifiably feel 
outraged. 

With those remarks by Hon Peter — 

Hon Peter Collier: I remember saying them.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I hope the minister does remember them because they were quite eloquent. I hope my 
reading those remarks will rekindle something of the passion that I know members on that side of the house have 
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for local government and its ability to make decisions. I would like the minister to carefully look at this bill 
before us. He will note that I have listed on the supplementary notice paper several amendments, which I 
prepared as best I could in the time allowed, in an attempt to improve the bill. I supported the motion to send the 
bill to the Standing Committee on Legislation. Had the Standing Committee on Legislation had an adequate 
amount of time to reflect on this bill, it could have made this a much stronger bill. However, the bill before us, as 
members can see from the considerable criticism I have made, is not really the instrument that even the planning 
minister would have hoped to deliver to us. I urge members to consider the amendments standing in my name on 
the supplementary notice paper as an opportunity to improve this legislation so that we can have a 
redevelopment authority in this state that has adequately transparent powers; so that we can involve local 
governments in redevelopment in the true sense in which they should be involved in redevelopment, wherever it 
be; and so that this bill can go forward as a strong instrument that we can be proud of delivering to Western 
Australia—and not the legislation before us, which is clearly some indication of the lack of consultation with the 
cities that have redevelopment authorities operating within them. Had we been able to incorporate their wisdom 
and use their vast amount of experience, we could have delivered a much finer piece of legislation and have had 
a great redevelopment authority that would deliver sustainability outcomes—in my hopes and dreams. 

In my final remarks I will quote from the City of Swan, as I know members would be concerned to hear its 
comments. It is precisely because these local governments have not been adequately consulted that I am taking 
the time and effort to share their comments with members at this time. It is only right, if we are to pass 
legislation like this, that we carefully consider the views of local government. I remind members that in my 
comments on referring this legislation to a committee, I quoted explicitly from the City of Subiaco’s notes. 
Finally, I want to add a couple of comments from the City of Swan. I have a letter with me that was written to 
one of the members of the East Metropolitan Region, Greens (WA) member Hon Alison Xamon. It states — 

As one of the four metropolitan local governments that are currently part of a redevelopment area, the 
City of Swan is particularly disappointed that it was not provided with an opportunity to consider the 
proposed legislation. The City has a wealth of experience and knowledge gained through existing 
arrangements with the Midland Redevelopment Authority and is therefore in a position to provide 
highly relevant and constructive feedback. Further, the City understands that there has been no direct 
consultation with any metropolitan Local Government on the final draft of the Bill. 

Whilst the City of Swan awaits an appropriate phase of consultation, may I take this opportunity to 
draw your attention to a number of concerns that Council has with the proposed legislation. In 
particular, the City is concerned that the Bill: 

• Expands the focus of the new Authority from redevelopment, to a general focus on the 
development of land which could include the provision of land for commercial or residential areas 
close to public transport and the establishment of new industries; 

• Provides a roving brief to enable it to take over local government planning responsibilities in the 
metropolitan area through regulation; 

• Increases the Minister’s discretion to declare an area a Redevelopment Area; 

• Downgrades the Midland Redevelopment Authority to a Committee; and 

• Removes the requirement for Local Government Councillor representation. 

The City of Swan has asked that a minimum of two councillors be appointed under the current provisions to the 
land redevelopment committees. I believe the minister would have been made aware of the Western Australian 
Local Government Association’s view that it would like at least two elected members on that board. I note that 
the minister has a couple of amendments on the notice paper, and I look forward to hearing the rationale behind 
them. However, I assure members that those amendments do not go very far in addressing the very serious 
concerns that I have with this bill. The Greens would like to support this legislation, but it really depends on how 
we go with the debate ahead of us. Should my amendments succeed, it will be a bill that we will be proud to 
support. 

HON ALYSSA HAYDEN (East Metropolitan) [3.54 pm]: I rise to speak on the very important and significant 
Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill 2011 in front of us today, which will change the way in which 
redevelopment projects will take place in the metropolitan area. I can judge the difference this bill will make 
based only on my own experiences and on what I have witnessed. I am of course referring to the existing 
redevelopment authorities that will be made redundant on the passing of this bill. If the new Metropolitan 
Redevelopment Authority is half as effective as the Midland Redevelopment Authority is, it will be a huge 
success and Perth will be able to move forward to bigger and better things. We as a government have the 
opportunity to revitalise our city and we owe it to the growing population of our state to do that. With our 
population expected to grow from 1.9 million, as it is now in 2011, to 3.5 million in 2031, we have a 
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responsibility to accommodate this increase and to ensure that we have a vibrant city and vibrant outer 
metropolitan areas. 

From my experience and from what I have witnessed in Midland and Armadale in my electorate of East 
Metropolitan Region, these redevelopment authorities have exceeded all expectations. Midland has gone through 
an amazing transformation, especially over the past 12 years. Although Midland is only 17 kilometres east of 
Perth’s CBD, it has always been treated as the poor distant cousin—like a family member who has not been 
embraced! As a child and as a teenager living in the hills, Midland to me was the shopping and entertainment 
precinct at the bottom of the hill. It was also the centre for part-time employment while I was at school. Then 
later in my life Midland was the location for full-time employment and then the location where I started my first 
business. It is therefore with many years of on-the-ground experience that I can honestly comment and make 
remarks on the remarkable and exceptional changes and improvements that Midland has undergone during the 
lifetime of the Midland Redevelopment Authority. Midland was very much a disjointed town, with the business 
hub running along Great Northern Highway, which is now known as the old Great Northern Highway, while the 
shopping precinct was disconnected by a very large, empty car park that ran along the crescent. Nobody walked 
the streets of Midland; it was very much a non-united town. By 5.00 pm Midland was closed for business. No-
one hung around to shop or to eat out, leaving the prospect of cafes or restaurants unprofitable and unsustainable.  

Since the establishment of the Midland Redevelopment Authority back in 2000, the town centre is now 
unrecognisable. The Midland Redevelopment Authority went to work linking the divided town by opening up 
the road network and creating new commercial and residential subdivisions. The long-vacant car park that split 
the business hub and Midland Gate Shopping Centre is now a hive of activity, with small businesses ranging 
from hairdressers, clothing boutiques and restaurants to professional services, of which my office located on 
Keane Street is one. Also, by introducing and encouraging the development of apartment buildings, there are 
now 101 apartments, with commercial space below offering street frontage, which has assisted with inner-city 
living in Midland. Having people living in the town has given Midland a heartbeat. It has allowed businesses to 
be viable and sustainable, which Midland struggled with in the past. In the revitalisation of a township or city, 
the town or city must also be attractive and must encourage people to want to work, live and run a business there. 
The Midland Redevelopment Authority has also taken this on board. It redeveloped the streets and parks in 
Midland, with attractive landscaping, street furniture and public art. The public art has been used to link the 
history and heritage of the Midland railway workshops site to the town centre. This was one of the Midland 
Redevelopment Authority’s brilliant and successful concepts. When people walk or drive through Midland, they 
are now reminded of its history, with the workshop workers’ public art around town. On street corners there are 
metal statues of workmen with lunch pails; there is even a statue of a workman sitting on a park bench, eating his 
lunch and watching the world go by. These pieces of art link the history of Midland back to the railway 
workshops site. The redevelopment authority’s prize piece has to be the Workers’ Wall. The wall displays all the 
names of the workers at the railway workshops site, with their names engraved on bricks. In fact, I worked at the 
then Midland and Districts Chamber of Commerce and Industries when it coordinated the sale of these bricks to 
the families of the many, many workers who went through the workshops site. I spent many hours listening to 
the tales and stories of the old workers. This site certainly is an amazing part of history. This wall is located on 
the old workshops site. The next time that members drive through or to Midland—hopefully to and not 
through—I encourage them to take the time to check out this fantastic piece of artwork. 

The Midland Redevelopment Authority has also successfully built and sold a dress circle in a residential area in 
Midland. It is located around the historic coal dam located on the workshops site. There is no way that anyone 
thought 10 years ago they would be able to purchase a house in a dress circle in Midland for $1 million plus. But 
they can now. Again, this is another initiative that the Midland Redevelopment Authority needs to be 
congratulated for. 

Creating jobs to service the businesses in the region and encouraging people to move their business to and to live 
in Midland was vital to the Midland Redevelopment Authority’s success. It achieved this by securing the state’s 
largest police complex, which includes a communications centre and forensics and traffic operations. It also 
developed and created a bulky goods shopping precinct with large retailers such as Harvey Norman, JB Hi-Fi, 
bedding companies, Ranger Outdoors and, I have to confess, my favourite, the Midland Kitchen Warehouse. I 
shop there regularly and I always struggle to find an empty car bay. It crosses my mind, “Where did these people 
shop before?” I am glad that now they do not need to go past Midland to do so. The bulky goods shopping 
precinct has also provided job opportunities for people who live in Midland and the surrounding area. Although 
not commenced as yet, the relocation and upgrade of the Swan District Hospital Campus, which will be known 
as the Midland health campus, will have 307 beds. This will also bring more jobs to the region. 

Members may or may not know what the Midland Atelier is. I think they got an invitation a couple of weeks ago 
to attend a function at the Midland Atelier. It is a partnership between FORM and the Midland Redevelopment 
Authority. FORM is an independent, not-for-profit organisation dedicated to advocating and developing 
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creativity in Western Australia. It is now located in the foundry building and pattern shop of the railway 
workshops. The word “atelier” means workshop or studio, so its location is very suitable. This site provides 
space and opportunity for local designers in photography, fashion, jewellery and furniture design and 
manufacture. This initiative is providing an environment for learning and networking, and also for ideas and 
skills exchange between these amazing tenants in the atelier. Again, congratulations must go to the Midland 
Redevelopment Authority and FORM. 

Overall, the Midland Redevelopment Authority has been a huge success for Midland and the community and for 
the future of this centre. Although I do not have the same history with the Armadale Redevelopment Authority, I 
have heard nothing but good reports from the community and from the hardworking member for Darling Range, 
Tony Simpson. He is always speaking of the great work performed by the current chair, Charles Johnson, and the 
previous chair, Peter Jackson, and of the excellent work by the CEO, John Ellis. The Armadale Redevelopment 
Authority has also achieved a successful working relationship with the City of Armadale. 

As I said earlier, in my experience a redevelopment authority of any kind can be only a benefit to any city, place 
or region. However, it is only as good as the people implementing and facilitating the role that these authorities 
play. The people required to fulfil these duties need excellent foresight and passion. They also need to 
understand the importance of building a strong relationship, and that it is vital to ensure that all parties, bodies 
and community representatives are singing from the same song sheet and are working together to achieve the 
same outcome. I would like to take this opportunity today to acknowledge and thank the team at the Midland 
Redevelopment Authority: the 12 staff who work there who are headed up by the CEO, Kieran Kinsella, and the 
board members. Leading the board is the chairman, Dr Fred Affleck; with the deputy chair, Phil DiMasi; 
Councillor Mel Congerton; Councillor Jon Holmes; and Dr Ann ten Seldam. I thank them and recognise them 
for their leadership and for their ability to successfully build strong working relationships with the City of Swan, 
the Swan Chamber of Commerce, developers and investors—which is vital to make any redevelopment work—
and, more importantly, for including the local community and taking it along every step of the way. I would like 
to thank the two gentlemen leading the team, CEO Kieran Kinsella, and chairman Fred Affleck, for the 
dedication and passion that they have demonstrated in their roles, ensuring the success of not only the Midland 
Redevelopment Authority, but also Midland and the community as a whole. Their current roles will be sincerely 
missed and a huge void will need to be filled to replace the good work that they have achieved. I am confident 
that they will not stray far and that they will always be a phone call away. 

What needs to be remembered is that this bill means the end of the local redevelopment authorities that exist 
today—Midland, Armadale, Subiaco and East Perth. Each one of these authorities has working within it 
dedicated and enthusiastic people with a wealth of knowledge, especially local knowledge, and expertise. I guess 
that leads me to my next point. We must ensure that this experience, local knowledge and expertise is not lost 
but is retained within the new Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority. I am pleased to note that in part 7 of the 
bill, clause 77 outlines the experience and knowledge required by the board of management. I hope that the 
experiences gained by the chairs of the current redevelopment authorities are considered for these seven 
positions. I would also like the same consideration to be given to the dedicated staff who have been successfully 
operating the current redevelopment authorities. As I have said, they have so much local knowledge and a 
successful track record. It would be a shame to lose their talents and it would be a huge loss to the future 
redevelopment authority. 

Again, I am pleased to note that, under clause 151, the contracts of current staff employed under a contract of 
service by the individual authorities will be upheld and that staff whose contracts expire between 31 December 
2011 and 30 June 2012 will have their contracts extended for a further six months. This will provide stability and 
will allow the new authority to be up and running in a speedy time. To preserve the work that has been achieved 
by the current redevelopment authorities, the minister has ensured that the areas of Midland, Armadale, Subiaco 
and East Perth will not be abandoned with this new structure. It is his intent that, with the implementation of the 
land redevelopment committees, these areas will still have a voice, and this will enable the community and the 
local government to be involved in the development and delivery of local projects. To me, this part of the bill is 
the most important part. As I stated earlier, Midland was a poor cousin. However, with the implementation of the 
Midland Redevelopment Authority, Midland finally had a voice. It had a team of people focusing on its future. 
The same focus was given to Armadale, Subiaco and East Perth. If members look at those places now, they will 
see the dramatic transformation they have all undergone as a result. I would hate to see the attention and focus 
gone, especially from Midland and Armadale.  

I hope the new land redevelopment committee for Midland will continue the hard work that has been put in to 
attract a university presence in Midland. It is not often that we have the opportunity to build from scratch, to 
have open space and land of a substantial size available, as we do in Midland. There has been a huge push from 
the Midland Redevelopment Authority, from the local community, from local government, and from the local 
business community for a university facility in Midland. This region has a growing population, with many 
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students travelling out of the region to obtain a university qualification. As I mentioned earlier, our population as 
a whole is increasing. The development that has occurred in Midland has also contributed to an increase in the 
local population of Midland and its region. We are responsible for providing adequate services to accommodate 
these needs. I believe the opportunity to attract a university to Midland is here now. I would like to see the 
Midland redevelopment committee focus on attracting a university campus, to offer a closer option to the local 
community and to its catchment area. Once this committee has been formed I will be on its doorstep offering my 
assistance. I hope I have the opportunity to work with the committee to make this university vision a reality.  

In conclusion, I reiterate that I can only go on my experiences and what I have witnessed of the achievements by 
a redevelopment authority. It is obvious to me that this bill reinforces the good work of the current authorities 
and enables the rest of the metropolitan region to benefit from the flexibilities and efficiencies available under a 
redevelopment authority; therefore, I support this bill.  

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [4.11 pm]: The Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill before us is 
complex. The ramifications of the bill for the current planning system in this state are significant. Many of the 
protections and transparencies provided in the existing system will be compromised significantly if this bill is 
passed by this Parliament. The government has failed to provide reasons why this bill is necessary and why this 
Parliament should endorse legislation that removes existing protections and transparency of process.  

We have heard from Hon Alyssa Hayden about the great success of two of the four redevelopment authorities. I 
could not agree more with the comments she has made. The four existing redevelopment authorities have an 
excellent track record and have achieved everything they were set up to achieve, and more. The question then is: 
why change what is already working very, very well? What benefits does this bill bring that do not currently 
exist? The role of government in the second reading of a bill is to provide that policy explanation to this 
Parliament. Sadly, in the second reading speech of this bill, the government has failed to provide any policy 
justification at all for the bill; in fact all we have is an outline of the proposed changes and the content of the bill. 
The second reading speech fails to address the policy of the bill, which is what a second reading speech is all 
about. We do not have an understanding, from what we have heard from government to date, of the justifications 
for the policy shift the government seeks to introduce and to achieve through this bill. In the second reading 
speech the government says the bill will increase efficiency and consistency for state government priority 
projects, and certainty for investors considering new ventures. What the government has failed to explain is what 
efficiencies and consistencies will be improved. The government has failed to articulate the problems in terms of 
efficiency and consistency that this bill actually seeks to address. As I stand here today, I am none the wiser as to 
what the inefficiencies are and what the inconsistencies are that this bill seeks to address, and what problems 
they have caused to date to make this bill necessary.  

We also do not know what priority projects the government seeks to advance through this bill, because the 
government has not identified what they might be, and why those priority projects cannot be facilitated through 
the existing legislative framework. I would be interested to hear from the minister what the government’s 
concerns are. What are the inefficiencies? What are the inconsistencies? How will this bill address or correct 
those inefficiencies and inconsistencies? What priority projects does the government want to facilitate through 
this bill? Why is it that those priority projects cannot be facilitated through existing systems? In particular, we 
also need to note that we have LandCorp, which also has the capacity to advance these sorts of projects. It is not 
clear to me, and it never has been clear to me, why LandCorp cannot undertake these redevelopment projects and 
why we need two sets of authorities in place in this state dealing with redevelopment. LandCorp has a very long 
history and, again, an excellent track record in the work that it does. I would like to hear from government what 
it sees the redevelopment authorities doing that LandCorp cannot do.  

At the briefing that was provided to members of the opposition, I asked a number of questions relating to this 
aspect to try to get a better understanding of the policy behind the bill and what the government was trying to 
achieve. I am yet to get answers to those questions that I posed, despite the fact I was promised the answers 
within a couple of days so I could prepare to address the Parliament today. It is really unfortunate that that 
information is not forthcoming. It raises a whole lot of concerns about whether there was some reason that 
information was not forthcoming, including whether the government has yet considered it, and whether that is 
something that we should be looking at before we consider passage of this bill.  

The second reading speech also states that this bill will achieve other benefits in line with the Liberal–National 
government’s commitment to facilitate economic growth and activity in Western Australia. Again, the 
government has failed to explain what it is with the existing system that, in its view, is hindering economic 
growth and activity in Western Australia, and how this bill seeks to address these matters. The minister simply 
cannot make statements in the second reading speech without providing justifications for the statements and the 
reasons for the bill. I ask the minister, in her reply to the second reading debate, to address this issue. What is it 
that is hindering economic growth and activity in WA? What is it about the current planning systems and 
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approval systems that we have in place that the minister feels hinders economic activity in this state, and how 
will this bill address that issue?  

The purpose of the second reading speech is to provide the policy of the bill, as I have explained previously. 
Without this information being available to all members in this place we cannot actually get to a debate about the 
policy of the bill because the information simply has not been forthcoming. It is not forthcoming in the second 
reading speech, and unfortunately it was not forthcoming in the briefings we received. The fact that we have not 
received answers to the questions that we raised in the briefings further compromises our ability to consider the 
policy of the bill in this place, as we are required to do at this point in the consideration process. The 
government, in its second reading speech, stated that the bill would streamline the legislative requirements 
applicable to redevelopment areas. I would be interested to learn from the minister what aspects of the legislative 
requirements applicable to redevelopment areas require streamlining. Why does the government feel it should be 
streamlined only in respect to redevelopment authorities and not the planning process more generally, so that if 
local governments want to undertake redevelopment projects and declare areas for redevelopment, they can have 
those same streamlined processes available to them? It seems to me that although the government is talking 
about trying to set in place a more streamlined process, this bill has the potential to create greater uncertainty and 
a less streamlined planning process and outcome. 

When the redevelopment authorities were first mooted and established, the key aspect was that they would have 
a limited life, they would be for the purpose of the particular redevelopment, and the members on the boards 
would have local knowledge and expertise to ensure the optimum redevelopment opportunities and potential for 
the particular area. What is not clear from this bill is how much of that aspect will be lost by forming a single 
redevelopment authority over the whole of the metropolitan area. What is also not clear is what the government 
believes will be beneficial about having a single redevelopment authority for the whole of the metropolitan area, 
rather than the current system of redevelopment authorities that have a proven track record and expertise in 
identifying the type of redevelopment that is required for a particular area. The government needs to explain why 
the existing system should be changed to what the government is proposing in this bill.  

The second reading speech provides very little explanation of the policy of the bill. It also falls short at all levels 
in explaining the justification for the bill. I will not go through every aspect of the second reading speech, but I 
ask the minister to address that matter in her response. 

One of the things that I find extremely concerning about this bill is the lack of consultation with relevant 
stakeholders. Hon Sally Talbot and Hon Lynn MacLaren have already raised this issue in great detail, so I will 
not dwell on it at length. However, it defies logical comprehension that any government would introduce 
legislation into Parliament without consulting with the stakeholders, particularly when the legislation has 
significant ramifications for the stakeholders involved. This bill has significant ramifications for local 
government, yet this government did not feel it relevant, important or significant to consult with local 
government before introducing the bill into this Parliament. That illustrates the contempt that this government 
has for local government. It is not surprising that Hon Lynn MacLaren received such a comprehensive response 
to her letter to local authorities asking for their comments on the bill, and that those comments from local 
government have been presented in the terms that they have. Local government is very concerned about this bill.  

What is proposed in this bill is not just a matter of amalgamating the four redevelopment authorities into one 
redevelopment authority and giving it the whole of the metropolitan area over which it can work. The 
Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority will essentially have unfettered power and scope. I therefore think that 
the concerns of local government are legitimate. They are very real concerns, and they are matters that we need 
to deal with in a lot of detail in this house before we pass this bill, so that we can get to the bottom of what the 
government intends to do in this bill. 

One of the aspects of the bill is that it will not only give the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority power 
within the redevelopment area, but also it will expand that power to areas adjacent to the redevelopment area. 
We have no idea what that will mean, and how big those areas might be. If we expand the powers of a 
redevelopment authority beyond the redevelopment area, that will create a level of uncertainty for all the players 
in the area—local authorities, developers, and landowners. The minute a redevelopment authority declares an 
area for redevelopment, a person who owns land adjacent to that redevelopment area is placed in a position of 
uncertainty as to what impact that might have on his ability to develop the land. 

The government has said in this place on numerous occasions that it wants to introduce consistency and clarity in 
the legislation that it provides, and it wants to ensure that the planning and approval processes are very clear. 
This bill will not do that. This bill will create lack of clarity, inconsistency and concern for the people in areas 
adjacent to a redevelopment area. Again, I stress that we do not know how large an area we are talking about. It 
could be quite a significant area.  
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The bill provides also that a redevelopment area can be declared by regulation. The reality of that is that the 
redevelopment area could be the whole of the metropolitan area. That would effectively override local 
government jurisdiction and responsibility throughout the whole of the metropolitan area. Therefore, it is no 
wonder that local government is expressing its concern about the government’s intention with this bill and the 
fact that so much is left open. Under the current system, each time the government determines that an area 
should be redeveloped, it needs to consult with local government, get local government onside, introduce a bill 
into this place, and get it passed through Parliament. Therefore, there is the ability for Parliament to properly 
scrutinise all aspects of what is proposed, including the redevelopment area, the purpose of the redevelopment 
area, the composition of the board, and the powers it will have, et cetera. Under this bill, all of this can be done 
by regulation. That will not only fetter the power of this place to scrutinise legislation, but also remove 
transparency. I say that because although Parliament does have the power to disallow regulations, that does not 
provide the same level of scrutiny and transparency that is provided through the introduction of legislation into 
this place.  

As a member of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review, we talk about the 
sovereignty of the Parliament and the need to protect the sovereignty of the Parliament. In the case of this bill, 
the sovereignty of the Parliament is being overridden by the executive of the state. Through the introduction of 
this bill, the executive of this state is seeking to override the sovereignty of this Parliament by simply saying, 
“We are not going to introduce new legislation every time we want to add an area for redevelopment; we are just 
going to do it by regulation.” As members know, there is a problem with the way regulations are introduced and 
passed in this state. Regulations become effective from the date on which they are proclaimed by the Governor. 
A period is provided for disallowance. However, regulations remain effective until they are disallowed. 
Therefore, once a regulation has been proclaimed by the Governor, a redevelopment authority could be 
established and could set about its business, which could create a lot of uncertainty for affected landowners; yet 
this Parliament could then disallow the regulation.  

It seems to me that that is an insane way for a government to operate. This government has said repeatedly in 
this place that it wants clarity and it wants certainty for developers so that they will know the process and they 
can get easy approvals and get on with it. This process will not facilitate that, because developers will not have 
any certainty until the disallowance period has been concluded in this place. It seems to me that it would be far 
more sensible for the government to provide that the regulation will not take effect until it has been affirmatively 
allowed by the Parliament, rather than just say it will take effect if it has not been disallowed. That will provide 
much greater certainty and clarity for all sectors involved. I am interested to know from the minister, in her 
response to the second reading debate, whether this matter was considered by the government; and, if so, why it 
was rejected. It has not been included in the bill. I think it would certainly provide greater clarity, which was one 
of the stated objectives of the bill in the second reading speech.  

The Western Australian Local Government Association has provided quite a lengthy reply—it goes for pages—
to the minister on its concerns about the bill. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to temporary orders. 

[Continued on page 7191.] 
 


