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METROPOLITAN REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY BILL 2011 

Committee 

Resumed from 20 September. The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Brian Ellis) in the chair; Hon Helen 
Morton (Minister for Mental Health) in charge of the bill.  

Clause 18: General powers as to land — 

Progress was reported on the following amendment moved by Hon Lynn MacLaren — 

Page 12, line 15 — To delete “the amount prescribed by the regulations” and insert — 

$1 000 000  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I have moved this amendment because, rather than have the bill provide that the 
threshold amount will be the amount prescribed by the regulations, I believe this bill should provide that the 
maximum threshold for approvals by the MRA for the acquisition and disposal of land will be $1 million. That is 
the same as the threshold in section 204 of the Planning and Development Act. It is also the same as the 
threshold that applies to the Western Australian Planning Commission and to the existing redevelopment 
authorities under their acts.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: As I have indicated, the government will not be supporting the amendment, for the 
reason that the current threshold that applies to all of the redevelopment authorities is located directly in their 
acts. That threshold is $1 million. However, land value increases have made the requirement to seek ministerial 
approval for transactions over this level unnecessarily administratively onerous for all redevelopment authorities, 
and for the minister. As land values have increased, the notional amount of $1 million has become less relevant 
in this process. Consequently, we no longer want that to be the case. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Clause put and passed.  

Clause 19 put and passed.  

Clause 20: Subdivision and amalgamation, modification of PAD Act — 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I move —  

Page 14, line 1 — To delete “30” and insert —  

42 

I intend to oppose this clause. However, I think I need to move this amendment first before I oppose the clause in 
total. The reason I intend to oppose this clause is that I want to ensure that the Western Australian Planning 
Commission retains its subdivision powers within the redevelopment scheme areas. There is in fact no need to 
establish another planning process. The current system for subdivision approvals is under the appropriate control 
of the WAPC. It is unclear to me, and to many other people whom I have consulted, why it is necessary for the 
minister to get involved in detailed subdivision decisions. The government is aiming to streamline the planning 
process, as we have discussed at some length, through its other reforms. It is unnecessary to further complicate 
an already well established system.  

I will now explain the reason for this amendment. I believe that the 30-day period that is set aside for the 
minister to receive advice from the WAPC is inconsistent with section 142 of the Planning and Development 
Act, which sets this period at 42 days. We are just trying to be consistent in this legislation, as the minister has 
pointed out with the previous clause. I believe that the period of 30 days is insufficient, and I have therefore 
moved to amend it to 42 days.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: We do not support the amendment. The amendment would have the effect of 
extending the time period for the Western Australian Planning Commission to provide advice to the minister on 
a subdivision application. The WAPC has not raised any objections to the existing 30-day time limit, and we 
would like that time limit to continue.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I am interested to know whether the WAPC has in fact been consulted about 
specifically this 30-day period, because it would seem to be inconsistent with other legislation under which it 
works.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes, the WAPC has been consulted and as I mentioned has no concern about this.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: One of the things that we often deal with in this house is the consultation period for 
local governments. We know that local governments do not meet every day of the week, as we seem to. Local 
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governments in fact meet periodically, and they have a time period within which the agenda has to be circulated 
so that councillors can make decisions. Many members here have been in local government, and they understand 
that things do not happen quickly. They do not happen within one month, ever. They often happen because an 
agenda has been set, it is circulated, people talk about it and think about it, and they come to a meeting, which is 
usually held on a monthly basis, or sometimes bimonthly, and they make a decision. If the WAPC were to 
consider consulting with local governments on these types of decisions, those local governments would need to 
have more than a 30-day period in which to respond. The basis for this amendment is that we are hoping to 
extend the time period by just 12 days to enable genuine consultation to take place. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I think Hon Lynn MacLaren has merged a few of the concepts into one. A local 
government authority will not have any role in the determinations of a subdivision in a redevelopment area. The 
Western Australian Planning Commission will provide advice to the minister. The decisions will be made by the 
minister in conjunction with the advice that has been given, but the local government authority will not have to 
provide any kind of formal advice in that process. As I said before, the WAPC chairperson has made it 
absolutely clear that 30 days is fine and the WAPC wants that time period to continue. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I just want to reiterate that I am not saying that the WAPC is required to seek advice 
from local authorities; I am saying “in the event that it were to seek some advice from local authorities in that 
area”. We have talked about local authorities that may be contiguous to a designated redevelopment area. This 
clause as it is drafted will not give the WAPC any opportunity to avail itself of any local knowledge from local 
authorities should it wish to do so. I have therefore moved the amendment standing in my name on the 
supplementary notice paper. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I move to oppose the clause. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Brian Ellis): The member need not move to oppose the clause; she can vote 
against the clause. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I thank you, Mr Deputy Chair. It is just that I am working to my script! I can see that 
it should have probably been in parenthesis so that I would not have stood up and said it! 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Yes. I am working to a different script! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I know that the honourable member is looking to oppose the clause and I will make a 
couple of comments about it. The position under the bill, which is the same position as under the existing 
redevelopment authority acts, is that the minister determines applications, including subdivision applications, 
where the MRA is the applicant or is financially interested in an application. The proposed amendment—I am 
talking about the change to that position—would have the effect that the WAPC would determine the MRA 
subdivision applications. The current practice operates effectively and the minister has available the advice of 
planning experts and of the WAPC, as required. The bill and the corresponding provisions in the existing acts 
require that the minister seek and consider the WAPC’s advice on subdivision applications. The current practice 
enables timely decisions to be made to facilitate development by redevelopment authorities. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I apologise for having been detained. I am curious as to how frequently the WAPC 
meets. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The advice is that it meets in between times as needed, but absolutely no less than 
once a month. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: That raises an interesting question, because if the WAPC is required under this 
legislation to report within 30 days and it meets only once a month, it might have a bit of difficulty in reporting 
within that 30-day time frame. I know how busy the members of the WAPC are, and that they are usually pretty 
senior members of the community and on lots and lots of committees, so I do not know how easy it is to get 
meetings of the WAPC held outside of the standard meeting times. I think that members of this place need to 
understand that, having made a decision not to support Hon Lynn MacLaren’s amendment, we are actually in the 
position of asking the WAPC to provide advice within 30 days, when it meets only once a month, which I think 
is somewhat ridiculous. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: As I have said, the WAPC will meet more frequently if there is something that 
requires it to do that. The planners’ reports et cetera can be provided without a meeting of the WAPC. 

Hon Adele Farina: But then it’s not the WAPC’s advice. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: The member should just let me just finish what I am saying rather than talk over the 
top of me. As I have said—the member was not in the chamber when I said it—the chairman of the WAPC has 
been consulted about this matter and has said categorically that there is no problem with it remaining at 30 days. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 21 and 22 put and passed. 

Clause 23: Public authority can be directed to transfer land to Authority — 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I move — 

Page 15, line 22 — To insert after “by order” — 

published in the Gazette 

By way of explanation, the transfer of land by public authorities to the MRA should be gazetted to make this 
process transparent. In addition, any transfer of land should be subject to existing laws, and not despite existing 
laws. This is, in the view of the Greens (WA), appropriate accountability and will prevent open slather on public 
land that is set aside for specific purposes. I am particularly sensitive, for example, about conservation estates. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The proposed amendment would have the effect that an order of the Governor 
effecting a land transfer would be required to be published in the Government Gazette, would be tabled in 
Parliament and would be a disallowable instrument. As a matter of practice, cabinet will be involved in any 
decision to transfer land to a redevelopment authority, and decisions about the conditions of transfer, including 
any consideration, can be negotiated at that level. It is not considered necessary to involve the Parliament in 
proposed land transfers. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I move — 

Page 15, line 31 — To delete “despite” and insert — 

subject to 

I think this amendment should be clear from the previous explanation I gave. We want the legislation that we are 
passing to be subject to laws that we have already passed, not despite them. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The proposed amendment would have the effect that the requirement to comply with 
any order of the Governor under clause 23 would operate only subject to the provisions of any other written law. 
The relevant provision currently relieves an affected authority from the need to comply with any other written 
law. This provision is required so that there is no presumption that an act establishing a relevant public authority 
which states, for instance, that the authority has to comply with the minister’s direction but which does not also 
specify that compliance with an order of the Governor is compulsory, in fact means that the public authority 
need not comply. The provision as it is drafted simply ensures that a Governor’s order has full legal effect. The 
amendment reverses that position. It is not clear how far-reaching an effect the amendment might have.  

Amendment put and negatived. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I move — 

Page 15, after line 31 — To insert —  

(6) The Governor may, by further order published in the Gazette, amend or revoke an 
order under subsection (2). 

(7) The Interpretation Act 1984 section 42 applies to an order under subsection (2) or (6) 
as if the order were a regulation. 

By way of explanation, we are trying to put in place some transparency and accountability for this authority. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: This was about the proposed amendment that would have the effect that an order of 
the Governor effecting a land transfer would be required to be published in the Gazette, tabled in Parliament and 
be a disallowable instrument. The changes that are being sought are consequential to a previous amendment that 
has already been defeated. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Can we have a little more explanation than that, please? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I will provide that information. However, earlier in the day, I was asked to sit on this 
side of the microphone. I am finding it really hard to manage my books on this side of the microphone. I would 
like to move back to the other side, if that is okay. 
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Brian Ellis): There is no problem. I advise the minister just to turn that 
microphone around to point towards her. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes, I will. 

I will try to put this into my words. Once the order has been made, it has a one-off effect; there is no further 
action that can take place regarding it. Therefore, amending the bill is superfluous; there is no further action that 
can take place once the order has had the effect intended—its one-off effect. We cannot amend the order. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I may have misunderstood the minister’s previous answer, but I thought the minister 
said that this amendment was no longer relevant because a previous amendment had been defeated. Therefore, 
my specific question is: What is the relationship between this and a previous amendment? Which amendment is 
the minister talking about? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The previous amendment was amendment 18/23. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: My understanding of these amendments is that they are not indeed linked or 
consequential in any way; they relate to separate actions. The defeat of amendment 18/23 does not preclude us 
accepting this amendment 20/23.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I have to say that I agree with Hon Lynn MacLaren; I cannot see that the amendments 
are related. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am going to say that I agree with Hon Lynn MacLaren also, because my earlier 
advice on this probably was not entirely correct. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 24 to 28 put and passed. 

Clause 29: Recommendation of Minister to declare a redevelopment area — 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I move — 

Page 19, after line 3 — To insert —  

(1A) In this section —  

Minister means the Planning Minister. 

As we have already identified earlier in the debate, a couple of ministers might be relevant to the content of this 
bill, such as the Minister for Lands, who is responsible for LandCorp. We would like clause 29 to deal with the 
Minister for Planning; therefore, a definition at this point, I understand, is necessary. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The proposed amendment would have the effect that the minister recommending a 
redevelopment area regulation would always be the planning minister even if the administration of the act were 
transferred to a different portfolio in the future. In my contribution to the second reading debate, I covered this 
territory and the understanding that from time to time—I cannot imagine it—a possibility could be that the 
responsibility for this act might move to a different minister. Therefore, we are not closing off that possibility. 
However, it is considered that this function, although of course appropriate to be exercised by the planning 
minister, could be exercised by another portfolio minister. Any decision of a future government to reallocate the 
administration of the MRA act would take into consideration the identity of the minister and the nature of the 
minister’s functions under the act.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Given that earlier in the debate about LandCorp, the Minister for Mental Health made 
such a strong argument for the Minister for Planning to have responsibility for this, would it not be sensible 
under clause 3 to include a definition of “minister” under whose portfolio this act will operate, recognising that 
portfolios move around occasionally? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I think the member is agreeing with my position on this. Portfolios do move around 
from time to time. Consequently, should the government so choose, this legislation needs to be able to move to a 
minister other than the Minister for Planning. That is certainly not intended to happen and I cannot see that 
happening in the near future or think why it would happen at all. However, that portability needs to be 
maintained should the government decide that responsibility for the MRA comes under another minister’s 
portfolio. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: If I understood Hon Sally Talbot correctly, in most legislation there is a definition of 
“minister” in clause 3, which is clearly the minister with responsibility for administering the act. There is no 
such definition in this bill. Where we read “minister” in the bill, it could be almost any minister, except for the 
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fact that ministerial responsibilities and duties are gazetted in the Government Gazette. For the sake of clarity, I 
agree with Hon Sally Talbot that there should be a definition of “minister” in this legislation, as is usually the 
case. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Acts do not necessarily nominate a defined minister. It is for that very reason that 
responsibility for acts needs to be portable if, for example, portfolios move, as they sometimes do when 
governments decide to do that. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I will try just one more time to convince the Minister for Mental Health that because 
a couple of current ministers could be engaged in this type of work, it is important to identify which minister is 
intended to have responsibility for the act. I would have thought that was the kind of thing that the government 
would want to be specific about to have effective and clear legislation that will guide all the authorities that will 
be involved in this complex system that is being set up. I flag that I have a later amendment to designate the 
Minister for Planning as the responsible minister. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I move — 

Page 19, line 28 — To delete “30” and insert —  

60 

As we have already discussed, some of the time frames in the legislation are too short, including this one. The 
Greens (WA) believe that 60 days is a more reasonable time frame for proposals to be given due consideration. I 
would like to see the time doubled in this case from 30 to 60 days. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: It is a major concern to local government that the state government’s powers under the 
bill to excise land from a local planning scheme and establish a redevelopment area are very wide and unfettered 
and that there is very limited opportunity for a local government to have input during the early phases of the 
identification and objective setting for a redevelopment area. I am speaking in the context of this amendment. I 
would like the minister to comment on the time frames we are presumably talking about when the minister 
undertakes a consultation process that the minister assumes is likely to lead to a recommendation being made. 
We are dealing with the period before the minister makes a recommendation when the minister must advise the 
WAPC and each relevant local government of the proposed content of the regulations, and then allow the 
specified number of days that are under discussion here during which written submissions can be received. 

I would like the minister to confirm also—this relates to another clause of the bill but I believe it is appropriate 
to raise it now—whether there is a 42-day period during which local councils can make a submission to the 
MRA on a draft development scheme. Am I correct in understanding that that is elsewhere in the bill? 

Hon Helen Morton: Yes. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Is the time frame we are talking about now the period before the minister makes a 
recommendation? Can the minister confirm whether I have understood correctly that this is the initial advice the 
minister provides to a local government that a recommendation is under consideration? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I would like to make a couple of comments. The proposed amendment would extend 
the time during which the WAPC and local governments could provide advice on regulations for a 
redevelopment area. It is not about advice on a scheme; it is about advice on a redevelopment regulation to the 
minister. Neither the WAPC nor local governments have raised any objections with the minister to the proposed 
30-day period. I suggest that in the absence of any concerns having been raised about it, we will stick with the 
30-day period. This provision is about ensuring the streamlining of these processes. As I said, it is not about the 
schemes but about the regulations setting out the redevelopment areas. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: This amendment needs to be seen in the context of the problems that members on this 
side of the house have raised. We are dealing with a process of consultation that essentially has taken place in the 
last 48 hours. I have in front of me some notes relating to assurances that the minister has given to local 
government about their inclusion in those processes. Local government is distinguishing between the proposed 
regulations that we are dealing with now and the draft redevelopment scheme. Am I right in understanding that 
there is a 42-day comment period relating to a draft redevelopment scheme? 

Hon Helen Morton: That is correct. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I thank the minister. Is this comment period about proposed regulations? 

Hon Helen Morton: Yes. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Okay. The problem local government has is that this all occurs after the fact when the 
minister has already gone through a process. This clause is about the minister informing local government what 
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the minister intends to do rather than consulting with local government. This amendment expands that time when 
local government will have an opportunity — 

... to make written recommendations to the Minister on the proposed content of the regulations.  

I think that there are good grounds for extending that time. Local government has only a couple of points in the 
process at which it can intervene to make its views known. This is one of them, and it is important that we get 
this right.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: In the discussions that took place the other day with the minister and local 
government, the minister made the commitment that there would be ongoing consultation with local government, 
apart from the statutory trigger that we are talking about now. I have to point out again that paragraph (d) makes 
it clear that the WAPC and each relevant local government are allowed at least 30 days. “At least” is there 
because there are times when it will be so straightforward and uncomplicated that 30 days will be heaps, and 
there will be times when it might need to go a little longer, and that option is embedded in the bill.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: It is my assessment that this is core business for this bill; it will be establishing the 
redevelopment area. This is when the minister is saying he wants the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority to 
function. This is when it is important that they carefully assess whether that land that is being considered for 
conclusion in that redevelopment area is appropriate. That is going to take more than “at least 30 days”, I would 
suggest. This is a key function of the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority and to have only a minimum of 
30 days is insufficient for a local government to consider what land is in there and what interests are involved. It 
may be that local government needs to consult with community groups or Indigenous people or it might need to 
look at its public works to see if its storage infrastructure or whatever is going to be affected by what is 
happening. This is complex stuff and what we are seeing is the very bare minimum of consultation time. I urge 
the minister to reconsider the amendment and extend the time that local government has to comment on the land 
that it has been very diligently taking care of for however long the colony, or that local government, was 
established before it hands over its planning authority to another entity. This is when local governments needs to 
take time to think about that, and we need to give them adequate time to consult with whomever they need to 
consult. I believe 30 days is insufficient and 60 days is much better.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: As I have indicated, the flexibility is in the bill. It is almost always the case that a 
significant amount of consultation would have taken place up until this point. It would be a very courageous 
government indeed that arrived at this position without any consultation or discussion. Quite often, it is brought 
to this point by local government anyway. As I said, the 30-day requirement is “at least 30 days” and that 
provides the flexibility for a longer time, but if it is a straightforward issue then 30 days would most likely be 
sufficient, given that consultation would have occurred well and truly before that point.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: Would the minister please inform the chamber of the process for advising the WAPC 
and relevant local governments of the time period for providing advice? How do they get notified that advice is 
being sought from them?   

Hon HELEN MORTON: I think Hon Adele Farina is referring to subclause (2)(c) which refers to advising the 
WAPC and each relevant local government of the proposed content of the regulations and she is asking how that 
advice would be provided. Whilst it is not set out there, it is always in writing.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: Does the 30 days run from the date of the notice or the receipt of the notice?   

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am advised that the Interpretation Act covers that issue and that it is the day after 
the notice is sent.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: So, in effect, the local authority may have less than 30 days because it could take more 
than a day to get there; however, that is not my real concern. I note that subclause (2)(d) says “at least 30 days”, 
which leaves open the option for a longer period of time to be set. What is the mechanism by which local 
authorities or WAPC seek an extension on the 30 days and what is the process for consideration of any request 
for an extension beyond 30 days? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Although no specific process has been set out, the process would obviously involve a 
discussion between the WAPC and the minister or local government. I think that in these situations people are 
able to determine whether a longer period is requested or required, so I would imagine that the WAPC or the 
local government authority would contact the minister and indicate that a longer period would be required.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: Does that request need to be made in writing?   

Hon HELEN MORTON: Not necessarily. I do not think we would necessarily want to put something like that 
in the bill. It is not necessary for it to be made in writing; it could be done by telephone or any other means.  
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Hon ADELE FARINA: I assume that the minister will make the decision on whether to grant a longer period of 
time to provide advice. I would like confirmation from the minister that is the case. What considerations will the 
minister have regard to in determining whether or not to grant a request for additional time?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: It would be made by the minister and it would be based on the merits of the case.  

Hon MAX TRENORDEN: I want clarification on correspondence I received from a person who lives in 
Claremont. I can distinctly remember when Hon Phil Pendal, in this chamber, removed heritage legislation that 
established a whole raft of issues around heritage, which was contentious in some areas and not in others. Take a 
council such as the Shire of York in my electorate that has strong views about the retention of history and 
heritage. How do those matters that have been long-standing issues of council interface with a development 
authority? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I was looking to get a feel for that particular issue impacting under this clause.  

Hon Max Trenorden: I was referring to a 30-day process. There are a raft of processes such as town planning 
amendments and town planning schemes. I understand there will have to be some sort of substantial consultation 
process to interface with those structures.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: As I indicated earlier, consultation will have commenced well and truly before this 
point. I can only take the example of the Midland Redevelopment Authority where a significant amount of 
heritage value around the old railway workshops and some of the heritage precincts in that area have been 
beautifully retained, in fact, enhanced, by the Midland Redevelopment Authority. I would go so far as to say that 
those things are taken up quite diligently by redevelopment authorities because they add value to the 
redevelopment areas.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: In the circumstances in which a local authority requests additional time in which to 
provide comment to the minister, and the minister declines that request, is there a right of appeal and, if so, to 
whom?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: No; there is not.  

Amendment put and negatived.  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I have an amendment that is not on the supplementary notice paper. I move — 

Page 19, after line 29 — To insert — 

(e) table the proposed redevelopment scheme/regulations and the reasons for declaring a 
redevelopment area in Parliament, together with the position of the WAPC or relevant 
Local Government.  

I have copies of the amendment to circulate to people if they require. By way of explanation, as we have been 
advised in these late hours of the debate, the Western Australian Local Government Association sought an urgent 
meeting with the minister after the receipt of this bill in this chamber. It was in that meeting that some of the 
outstanding issues that had been discussed earlier in behind-closed-doors meetings were resolved to some 
degree. One of those issues related to the transparency around the need for a redevelopment area. As I think we 
all mentioned in our contributions to the second reading debate, this is one of the failings of the bill thus far. This 
amendment goes to addressing that failing. It not only addresses that failing but it shores up the undertakings that 
we believe were made by the minister’s advisers with WALGA during that meeting. We would like to see that 
the goodwill of that organisation is hard-coated into legislation and that the agreement reached in that meeting is 
reflected in the legislation before us. This clause, as we know, will enable the minister to declare a 
redevelopment area. We believe that is the core business of this bill. It is important that Parliament have an 
opportunity to reflect upon that declaration and that it is tabled in Parliament. When a redevelopment area is 
declared we would like to see it as a disallowable instrument. I think I have flagged that before. This amendment 
does not go that far, but it requires that Parliament have an opportunity to see when a redevelopment area is 
declared.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I think this is an opportunity for the minister to provide some much-needed 
clarification. As Hon Lynn MacLaren said, this amendment arises from the discussion yesterday with the 
minister. If I may, I will quote from the material which has been provided by WALGA and which has, of course, 
gone to the Minister for Planning, and which I assume is in front of the minister with carriage of the bill in this 
place. The issue was about the transparency around the need for the redevelopment area to be tabled in 
Parliament, as Hon Lynn MacLaren said. The WALGA letter reads — 

s29 enables the Minister to declare a redevelopment area ie the Governor may make regulations 
declaring land to be a redevelopment area on the recommendation of the Minister.  
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I think I heard the minister say by way of interjection that, of course, that would be a disallowable instrument. To 
continue — 

The Association requests that the Bill be amended to ensure that before the Governor makes 
regulations, the Minister is required to table the proposed redevelopment scheme / regulations and the 
reasons for declaring a redevelopment area in Parliament, together with the position of the 
WAPC / relevant Local Government, to provide greater transparency and accountability in the 
declaration process.  

WALGA goes on — 

At present s29 only requires the Minister to table details of regulations in Parliament, if in the opinion 
of the Minister, the content is significantly different to the recommendations of the WAPC. This 
concern is compounded by s.132 …  

That is the standard provision enabling the minister to table documents when the house is not sitting. WALGA 
has told me that during the meeting yesterday, it was advised that the bill required the minister to table all the 
regulations and the redevelopment schemes in Parliament. WALGA has now gone back to do further study and 
take further advice. It has reviewed the bill and it does not agree that the provision that was discussed during the 
meeting is in fact in the bill. WALGA is seeking further clarification about this process. This is perhaps the 
opportunity for the minister to provide that clarification.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am advised that when WALGA met with the advisers and the minister, not 
yesterday but the day before—I do not think anyone met yesterday—clause 29(6) required an explanatory 
statement to be tabled. I think we are talking about two different clauses. Clause 29(5) requires the minister to 
table a statement in Parliament if redevelopment authority regulations are proposed that differ significantly from 
a relevant recommendation of the WAPC. It is considered that this provides sufficient transparency and 
accountability, along with the other consultation requirements in clause 29. In respect of the fact that the 
regulation is disallowable in this house, there are members who represent, in different ways, all the different 
local government interests in a particular bill, which can be brought to bear at the time that any disallowance is 
being considered. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I want to acknowledge what the minister has just provided in the way of explanation: 
if there are differences between the Western Australian Planning Commission’s advice and the Minister for 
Planning’s decision, there is a requirement in this bill to table it and let us see it. What the Western Australian 
Local Government Association is asking for is that we see the minister’s proposal to declare a redevelopment 
area, regardless of whether or not it differs from the WAPC advice. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am not 100 per cent certain why we would necessarily want to table information 
that is consistent. If the WAPC’s advice is consistent with a piece of information, I do not see why we would 
need to table it. I think that the provision that is already written into clause 29(5), requiring the minister to table a 
statement in the Parliament if Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority regulations are proposed that differ 
significantly from the relevant recommendation of the WAPC, provides sufficient transparency and 
accountability, if everybody is moving along quite happily together in a particular direction. Once again, we 
should remember that the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority is about streamlining and moving things along 
at a — 

Hon Lynn MacLaren: Forward? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: If things are moving forward in a speedy and efficient manner, they should not be 
held up by the requirement to table a statement in Parliament. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Brian Ellis): Hon Sally Talbot. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Mr Deputy Chair. 

Hon Helen Morton: Clause 30(6). 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Sorry? 

Hon Helen Morton: I think you are going to tell me I made a mistake again, and I will tell you I did. It is 30(6), 
not 29(6). 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: No, I was actually going to ask the minister something different. The clause to which 
the minister has drawn the attention of the chamber is clause 29(5). These clauses are about when the minister 
has to cause notice of the difference to be laid before each house of Parliament, and they refer to the minister 
making recommendations that are, in the minister’s opinion, significantly different from any recommendation 
made by the WAPC. If we go back to the previous clauses in this part, we see that advice is sought from both the 
WAPC and each relevant local government. I think it is part of local governments’ concern that when it comes to 
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them putting on the public record any significant variance of opinion between the minister and another entity, 
subclauses (5) and (6) only refer to the difference of opinion being between the minister’s recommendation and 
the recommendations coming from the WAPC. Why would we not include recommendations that come from the 
relevant local government? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am going back a little bit on what I said before, but I think that the opportunities in 
clause 29(5) will still suffice in that the WAPC is the peak planning body in Western Australia and local 
government authorities are not statewide local government authorities, and they can bring their positions forward 
through their elected members of Parliament. The Western Australian Planning Commission is a statewide peak 
planning body for the whole state. If the view of that peak planning body differs from the view of the minister, 
that is when we are saying it will trigger a requirement for that information to be tabled in Parliament. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Again, the purpose of this amendment is to introduce some transparency into this 
process. It is not what I am asking for; it is what WALGA is asking for. It is what the peak body of the local 
government associations is asking for, following a meeting with the Minister for Planning to shore up the 
agreement that they had seemed to come to. I am proposing that amendment not from my own personal expertise 
or experience, but from the people that I represent. The people of Western Australia and the Western Australian 
Local Government Association have a concern that they want this to be tabled in Parliament as a transparent 
instrument. It should not be in the opinion of the minister, as it currently is. If the minister decides that, in his 
opinion, there are differences between the WAPC advice and the final decision that he has made, then he may, in 
his opinion, if he wants to, let us know what that is by tabling it in Parliament. That is not good enough; that is 
not good governance, I would suggest. All we are asking is that the minister lay it on the table. It is current 
planning practice that instruments of this type are laid upon the table, and it is not a big ask. I ask the minister to 
support this amendment. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I find the minister’s last explanation very troubling. I know that the WAPC is the peak 
planning body, but local government is an entirely different entity. The WAPC is a planning body; we all know 
what local government is. It is not as if we are giving the power to the peak body of local government. I find the 
minister’s explanation entirely unacceptable. I offered the minister the opportunity to provide some clarification. 
May I make a suggestion about how we might move on from this point? Otherwise I think we are going to get a 
bit bogged down here. It would be very disappointing if the government just used its numbers to vote the 
amendment down and pass the clause, and we could not come back and revisit it. Can I suggest that we postpone 
consideration of clause 29 until after the minister has been able to seek advice from the Minister for Planning in 
the other place, whose bill this is? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I do not support that proposition. That advice has already been given and the position 
of the Minister for Planning is very clear after his discussion with local governments. It is believed that the 
provisions already in the bill at clause 29(5) will suffice, and I do not believe we need to go any further than that. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: This is a very, very big problem. Once again the government is telling people what 
their opinions are. I have put WALGA’s words on the record tonight, and they directly contradict the minister’s 
words. I need the minister to be absolutely clear: has she had advice from the Minister for Planning about the 
designated outcome in the letter from WALGA dated 20 September 2011? Under the heading “Outcome” it 
reads — 

During the meeting WALGA was advised that the Bill required the Minister to table all 
regulations/redevelopment schemes in Parliament. Since the meeting WALGA has reviewed the Bill 
and does not concur with this. Further clarification on this matter is sought. 

It is not good enough for the minister just to say that WALGA does concur with this. WALGA is telling us that it 
does not concur with this. WALGA is telling the minister that it does not concur with this. Therefore, unless the 
minister is telling the chamber now that she has had the conversation with the Minister for Planning, and the 
Minister for Planning has said that he needs her to report more developments on this particular issue, then, as far 
as I am concerned, the latest state of play is that WALGA does not agree that its problem has been resolved. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I have just had a chance to reread the letter that the minister has to go back to local 
government, and basically it is totally consistent with what I have already said; that is, that the bill in clause 
30(5) already requires the minister to table a statement in Parliament — 

Hon Adele Farina: We are not dealing with clause 30(5). 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, but I am saying why it is not necessary in clause 29. Goodness me! The bill in 
clause 30(5) already requires the minister to table a statement in Parliament if redevelopment authority 
regulations are proposed — 

Hon Lynn MacLaren: The minister may want to check that. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: Okay. I will read it again. The bill in clause 29(5) already requires the minister to 
table a statement in Parliament if redevelopment authority regulations are proposed that differ significantly from 
a relevant recommendation of the WAPC. It is considered that this provides sufficient transparency and 
accountability, along with the other consultation requirements in clause 29. When the Minister for Planning met 
with the Western Australian Local Government Association, they discussed in their meeting that clause 30(6) 
requires regulations that are laid before a house of Parliament pursuant to section 42 of the Interpretation Act 
1984 to be accompanied by explanatory statements setting out the reasons for declaring an area, and a plan 
depicting the area. In all of this, it is considered that the existing provisions of the bill provide a sufficient degree 
of transparency and accountability. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: As I am following the argument, because I do not have the WALGA letter before me, 
WALGA is saying that if local authorities provide advice to the minister that is inconsistent with the decision 
that the minister makes in relation to the making of the regulations, it wants the minister to also lay that 
information before both houses of Parliament. Clause 29(5) requires the minister to do that only when the 
WAPC provides advice that is inconsistent. WALGA is saying that that should also apply if the relevant local 
authority provides advice to the minister and the minister determines to do something different from what the 
local authority has advised. That does not seem to me to be an unreasonable request. I do not know why we are 
making such a mountain out of this. If the minister is willing to provide advice to the chamber and to be 
transparent in a case where the WAPC provides advice that the minister chooses not to follow, why would the 
minister find it objectionable to provide that same level of transparency in relation to advice that has been 
provided by the local government authority, particularly given that the Western Australian Local Government 
Association has specifically requested that that be the case? It seems to me that that could easily be achieved by 
a very small amendment to clause 29(5). To this point in time, the minister has continued to reiterate the reasons 
why that provision is provided with respect to the WAPC. But the minister has not really provided an 
explanation as to why he will not countenance that in relation to the relevant local authority. I would be really 
interested to try to understand what that reason is, because to date I do not think it has been articulated. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am sorry that Hon Adele Farina was not listening when I did articulate that. The 
point I made, and I will make it one more time, is that we do not want to fragment the planning processes. The 
WAPC has a responsibility at a statewide level for peak planning processes. Individual local government 
authorities do not have that role. They have individual views that they can bring forward through their elected 
members. But there are plenty of precedents in many different places and in many different processes around 
planning at the moment where the views of local government authorities are taken into consideration, but further 
decisions are made by the minister, or by the WAPC, having taken on board those views of local government 
authorities.  

Amendment put and negatived. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I move — 

Page 20, line 14 — To insert after “WAPC” — 

or relevant local government 

I will put on the record the reason for this amendment, and I will do this very briefly because I have already 
made this point. Paragraphs (c) and (d) of subclause (2) refer to the WAPC and each relevant local government. 
A definition of “relevant local government” is contained in subclause (3). I cannot see why we are treating local 
government and the WAPC as having an equal amount of input into the devising of regulations and the 
determination of a redevelopment area up to that point, but then, if the opinion of the minister and either of those 
entities diverge, we are only allowing the transparency, the clarity and the openness to be applied to a decision 
that was made by the WAPC. I am afraid it does not make sense to say that local governments are represented in 
this place by members of Parliament. It is quite mind-boggling to think how that principle might be extended if 
we were to say that people will not have recourse to certain procedures that guarantee fairness, openness and 
transparency under the law because they are represented in Parliament by MPs. I dread to think where that 
principle is going to lead us. As a fallback position to the provisions that have just been defeated in the previous 
amendment, I simply ask the government to continue to treat local government equally with the WAPC in the 
follow-through processes to those processes that sought recommendations in the first place in the first half of the 
clause. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I have already stated the government’s position very clearly on this amendment. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I want to put on the record my support for this amendment. It yet again shows that 
the bill as it stands has some gaps in it. As Hon Sally Talbot has pointed out, it is something that apparently the 
government intended to do anyway. The previous page refers to “the WAPC and each relevant local 
government”. However, we turn the page and somehow “the relevant local government” has dropped out of 
subclauses (5) and (6). This is an amendment that we are making on the fly in the Legislative Council because 
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we have been unable to refer the bill to a committee where omissions such as this could be picked up. I therefore 
commend Hon Adele Farina and Hon Sally Talbot for picking up the omission and for attempting to correct what 
appears to be an omission that was not intentional, and I urge the minister to reconsider her position and support 
the amendment as moved. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I want to confirm that there is no mistake and there is no omission. What is there in 
the clause is there exactly as the government intended it to be. 

Amendment put and a division taken, the Deputy Chairman (Hon Michael Mischin) casting his vote with the 
noes, with the following result — 

Ayes (13) 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Adele Farina Hon Sally Talbot Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Helen Bullock Hon Jon Ford Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Giz Watson  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Linda Savage Hon Alison Xamon  

Noes (17) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Phil Edman Hon Col Holt Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Brian Ellis Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Michael Mischin  
Hon Mia Davies Hon Nick Goiran Hon Helen Morton  
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Simon O’Brien  

Amendment thus negatived. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Michael Mischin): Order, members! We are dealing with clause 29. I think 
Hon Sally Talbot had a second amendment on the supplementary notice paper, but I understand it is dependent 
on the passage of the first amendment. Does Hon Sally Talbot plan to withdraw that amendment? 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Yes. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 30: Regulations may declare redevelopment areas and provide for related matters — 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I do not have an amendment to this clause but I would like to speak to the clause. I 
want to ask the minister to put on the record the advice that I thought I heard earlier on tabling a statement on the 
redevelopment area in the Parliament. Reference was made to subclause (6), which states — 

When regulations made under this section are laid before a House of Parliament … they must be 
accompanied by … an explanatory statement … 

What are the circumstances when regulations are made? It appears to me from earlier statements that it was 
implied that a statement on a declared redevelopment area would be tabled in Parliament. The minister pointed 
to clause 30(6) and I want to hear an explanation of what that subclause does. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is a regulation and as such it has to be tabled in Parliament. The Interpretation Act 
states that it has to be tabled within six days after gazettal and there are 14 sitting days for disallowance. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 31: Regulations may amend redevelopment area — 

Hon ADELE FARINA: As I read clause 31, it provides that regulations may amend a redevelopment area so 
that land may be either added or removed from an area that has been declared as a redevelopment area. If that is 
land that an authority was required by government to transfer, hand over, pursuant to proposed section 23, it 
seems to me that clause 31 has the potential to require an amendment of the order made by the Governor under 
proposed section 23, which the minister earlier said would not be amended; that once an order is made, it is 
made. However, if an order is made on the basis that a redevelopment area is declared, an order is made pursuant 
to proposed section 23 that a public authority has to hand over land that it owns within that redevelopment area 
to the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority pursuant to the area being declared a redevelopment area pursuant 
to an order by the Governor. If at some later time a regulation is passed that amends that redevelopment area and 
the land that had been handed over is then excluded from the redevelopment area, would that not lead to a 
requirement to either amend the order made by the Governor under proposed section 23 if it was just one parcel 
of a whole lot of land parcels that were included in that order, or, if it is the only land parcel within the original 
order that was made, for a new order to be issued overriding the previous order? If we are to have a power in the 
act that enables an amendment to a redevelopment area, it seems curious to me that we would not also require a 
power to amend an order, which of course would have to be amended by the Governor, so it would have to go 
through the same process. We could find ourselves in a position in which the Governor has made an order that 
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states that the Public Transport Authority owns parcel X and it needs to transfer it to the redevelopment authority 
because it is in the redevelopment area, but some time down the track a decision is made to amend that 
redevelopment area and that parcel of land is no longer needed and a regulation is passed to effect that. There 
would need to be an amendment to that initial order that the Governor made, or if that was the only parcel of 
land within that order, a revocation of that order. I am not sure where in this legislation a provision provides for 
that to happen. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I think I have this clear in my head. Once an order is made, the transfer takes place, 
the certificate of title is changed and all that Landgate stuff happens, the MRA owns the land at that point and at 
that point the order is spent. The original order that the member was talking about is spent, full stop. The general 
laws take place then. If the boundaries to the MRA land are changed for whatever reason—it could be through 
that amendment or because it purchased more land or whatever—but in particular I think the member’s question 
was in relation to the land being no longer useful to the MRA, the land remains an asset of the MRA. However, 
because it is now outside the redevelopment area, the MRA does not exercise its powers over that land. The 
MRA can sell it, but it cannot do the redevelopment on it. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Let us look at a scenario in which, for example, the Department of Health owns land 
and it is required by order of the Governor to transfer that land to the MRA but it has some issues with that 
because it had a proposed use for that land. If some time down the track there is a change of ministers and the 
health department makes the argument again to the minister and the minister concedes that that land is not really 
needed in the redevelopment area and can be excluded from the redevelopment area so that the health 
department can make use of it, is the minister saying that at that point in time the MRA would sell the land back 
to the health department and the health department would have to buy the land that it was forced to give up in the 
first place? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Once the MRA owns the land, it can dispose of it in any way it chooses—for 
example, it could sell the land. I think that something similar to what the member suggested occurred at 
Armadale. The Armadale Redevelopment Authority was given some land that was next to a health facility. I do 
not think that the authority ever used the land and I think it handed the land back. That is an option, as well. The 
redevelopment authority can dispose of the asset in any which way it chooses or as directed by the minister. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 32 put and passed. 

Clause 33: Land removed from redevelopment area, transitional matters — 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I would like to make another point and once again put on the record some of 
WALGA’s concerns. This clause is the first of several clauses that relate to the normalisation process and local 
planning schemes. Local government has told us that it is concerned that the provision of a redevelopment 
scheme will automatically be incorporated into local planning schemes and that future responsibility for 
managing and maintaining the infrastructure developed within the redevelopment area during the life of the 
scheme will automatically become the responsibility of the local government, yet there is no requirement for 
either consultation or agreement with an affected local government about the engineering standards to be used 
prior to infrastructure development or transfer. Under the existing redevelopment authorities’ legislation 
regulations and management plans there is local government involvement as well as provisions for funding to be 
transferred to a local government upon completion of a redevelopment project. This will not be the case under 
the new legislation. Local governments need to be clear on the assets they will inherit and the timing of the 
transfer so they can appropriately incorporate future maintenance and replacement of the infrastructure in their 
asset management plans and budgets. That matter was raised with the minister at a meeting that took place 
earlier this week. I am told that the minister acknowledged that the long-term potential issues for local 
government concerning infrastructure were genuine and that if a local government agreed with a developer to 
modify infrastructure standards, that would be supported through the application of a specified area rate on all 
properties within the development area. Apparently, the minister agreed to the development of regulations to 
clarify the normalisation issues in consultation with local government. I am specifically asking the minister to 
confirm whether the head of power for such regulations exists in the bill. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, there is no power to make regulations about it. All aspects of the transition back 
to local government control will be the subject of negotiation and administrative agreements between the MRA 
and the affected local government. The specifics of each transition project will be different according to the 
nature, location and amount of land in question. I am advised that there is no specific head of power in the bill to 
make regulations detailing normalisation arrangements. My understanding is that the existing redevelopment 
authority legislation does not prescribe transition arrangements back to local government control but that 
arrangements are governed by standing policy documents. 
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Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I will comment on this critical issue because I raised it in the second reading debate. 
One of the concerns of local governments in which there are redevelopment authorities is that had the local 
governments been consulted properly, the bill before us might contain different clauses. They are telling us that 
they need to have something in this bill that deals with transition arrangements. I have read into Hansard the 
concerns of the Cities of Perth, Subiaco and Swan, where there are redevelopment authorities. This is precisely 
the kind of thing we could do better and it is precisely what we should be doing. As recently as 20 September, 
the Western Australian Local Government Association again wrote to the minister with the belief that these 
heads of power were to be included in the legislation. I urge the minister to give us some advice on that and to 
explain why the Minister for Planning has decided to go down the road he has chosen. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: My understanding of those discussions between local government and the Minister 
for Planning is that local government was asking the minister for clarification about that. Local government 
asked whether the bill included the power to make regulations about normalisation and was told that there was 
not and that all the normalisation arrangements would be different and that they would be done through 
negotiation and consultation. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I think I can summarise this very neatly. The minister agreed to the development of 
regulations to clarify the normalisation issue — 

Hon Helen Morton: That is not so. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Is the minister saying that the Minister for Planning did not agree? 

Hon Helen Morton: He did not agree to make regulations—not at all. He was just confirming whether or not — 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am informed that the minister gave a commitment about the development of 
regulations for which it now transpires there is no head of power. 

Hon Helen Morton: That is what he clarified for them. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: That is exactly the situation that transpired after the passage of the Approvals and 
Related Reforms (No. 4) (Planning) Bill 2009—the development assessment panels legislation. I put on the 
record that this is very disappointing. There is no point in me having a dispute with the minister representing the 
minister whose bill this is about whether or not something happened at a meeting we were not at. It is very 
unfortunate; if this meeting had taken place longer than 48 hours ago, we might have had a chance to confirm 
things. I think the government will find that it has just bought itself a mighty big fight with WALGA. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I have to say that there is someone in the chamber who was at that meeting. The 
advice I am getting very clearly is that the minister did not make a commitment to do anything in the regulations. 
He was asked to clarify the situation and he provided that clarity. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 34: Development applications not finalised when land removed — 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I move — 

Page 23, line 22 — To delete “Authority or Planning Minister” and insert —  

WAPC 

I contend that development applications should be approved by the Western Australian Planning Commission, 
not the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority or the Minister for Planning. The reason for that is we are 
creating an MRA that can basically operate where it wants to. As a Parliament, we will not be able to scrutinise 
the decisions that are made that establish redevelopment areas. By adding the stage of putting development 
applications before the WAPC, we would be bringing back some checks and balances that have been lost in the 
current version of the bill. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The government does not support this amendment. The member is aware that 
throughout the rest of the bill are a number of similar amendments to this. This amendment is consequential 
upon the broader proposal that development controls should reside with the WAPC rather than be directly 
granted to the MRA. That is a fundamental consideration about why the MRA is efficient and all the things we 
have talked about, such as streamlining and enabling efficiencies to be gained. Why bother having an MRA if 
those sorts of decisions and controls have to go back to the WAPC?  

The current position under the bill, which is the same as the position under the existing redevelopment authority 
acts, is that the redevelopment authority itself is directly given statutory development approval powers rather 
than exercising those powers under delegation from the WAPC. The current arrangements operate effectively 
and they are the arrangements that we want to see throughout the rest of the bill.   

Amendment put and negatived. 
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We have another amendment in the name of Hon Lynn MacLaren. Does that now 
fall away with that loss?   

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Yes, that falls away.  

Clause put and passed.  

Clauses 35 and 36 put and passed.  

Clause 37: Draft redevelopment scheme: work prior to declaration of redevelopment area —  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Again I will quote from the letter dated 20 September from the Western Australian 
Local Government Association to the minister. WALGA states — 

The sector is concerned that the Government’s powers under the Bill to excise land from a local 
planning scheme and establish a redevelopment area are very wide and unfettered and that there is very 
limited opportunity for a Local Government to have input during the early phases of identification and 
objective setting for a redevelopment area.  

… 

Further, S37 of the Bill enables the MRA to commence work to prepare a draft redevelopment scheme 
prior to the declaration of a redevelopment area without consultation with an affected Local 
Government. 

Of particular concern to local government is the fact that the word “may” rather than “shall” is used in line 7 on 
page 25. I understand this was discussed at Monday’s meeting, and I further understand that the outcome was as 
outlined in WALGA’s letter. Again, I invite the minister to provide this confirmation, although I have a horrible 
feeling I know what the minister is going to say. WALGA’s letter continues — 

The Minister acknowledged the importance of a partnership approach between the MRA and Local 
Government and confirmed that it is intended that the MRA will consult closely with an affected Local 
Government from the outset. The Minister committed to a statement in Parliament to clarify this. It was 
also agreed that the process and the ability of Local Governments and others to nominate 
redevelopment areas would be further detailed in regulations.  

I ask the minister to confirm that the head of power for such regulations exists in the bill.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: This clause will enable the MRA to undertake some limited work on a draft 
redevelopment scheme for a redevelopment area in advance of regulations declaring the area. This provision is 
included in order to allow some parallel processes to occur to reduce delay in introducing development controls 
for an area once it is established. The clause allows consultation with affected local governments at this early 
stage. Any engagement with private landholders at this stage would be at the discretion of the MRA and will 
depend on the particular detail of the proposal. The clause does not actually require consultation because it 
allows limited work be to done and it may not result in a draft that is in a form suitable for very wide 
consultation. Under the bill, further formal consultation with local governments and general public consultation 
is required once a draft scheme is settled. Generally, the government is committed to ensuring that affected local 
governments are engaged in the process of making redevelopment schemes from the earliest practical point. 
There is no specific power in the bill that would allow regulations to be made to detail the process for 
nominating redevelopment areas; however, there is certainly nothing to prevent interested local governments 
from proposing new redevelopment areas within their boundaries. From experience, the indication is that local 
governments regularly raise such suggestions with the minister. The minister will continue to carefully consider 
any such suggestion that is raised.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Having been given the disappointing answer that I was anticipating—that there is no 
head of power for the regulations—does the minister know whether the minister in the other place intends to 
make a statement of clarification in the Parliament on the nature of the working relationship that he intends to be 
established between the MRA and local government, as discussed in Monday’s meeting?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I believe that I made a statement on behalf of the minister in this chamber.  

Hon Sally Talbot: When was that?   

Hon HELEN MORTON: That was covered in my second reading speech. I am not sure whether people 
consider that will not suffice and they are still looking for the minister to make some statement to that effect in 
the other place. It is on the record in the Parliament and I am not of the view that it needs to go any further than 
that. The minister has responded. There is a letter of response to those issues as well. I think the issue has been 
covered satisfactorily.  

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to temporary orders.  
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