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PERRY LAKES REDEVELOPMENT BILL 2005 
Committee 

Resumed from 30 November.  The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the chair; Hon Adele Farina 
(Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 12:  AK Reserve Minister’s functions - 
Progress was reported after Hon Adele Farina (Parliamentary Secretary) had moved the following 
amendment - 

Page 11, after line 15 - To insert - 

(3) In complying with subsection (1), the AK Reserve Minister must have regard to these 
principles - 

(a) the consumption of non-renewable resources in the construction and 
operation of the facilities should be minimised; 

(b) the use of recycled and recyclable materials in the construction of the 
facilities should be maximised; 

(c) the use of hazardous materials or substances in the construction and 
operation of the facilities should be minimised; 

(d) the use of natural ventilation and natural light by the facilities should be 
maximised; 

(e) the noise and light emitted from the constructed facilities should be 
minimised; 

(f) the facilities should where possible incorporate passive solar design 
principles and be designed with regard to the local climate; 

(g) the consumption by the facilities of energy generated from non-renewable 
resources should be minimised by measures such as using appliances, plant 
and equipment that minimise energy consumption; 

(h) the consumption by the facilities of water from the public water supply 
system and from underground should be minimised by measures such as 
reusing grey water, capturing rain water, and using appliances and 
landscaping with plants that minimise water consumption; 

(i) the amount of material, resulting from the construction of the facilities, that 
is disposed of in landfill sites should be minimised; 

(j) the infrastructure shared by the facilities with one another should be 
maximised; 

(k) the facilities should be designed in accordance with the sustainability 
initiatives in clause B.4.1 of the Tender shell for the modified qualification 
based selection process, version dated 9 March 2005, published by the 
Department of Housing and Works. 

The CHAIRMAN:  We are dealing with the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill 2005.  When we completed 
consideration of the bill yesterday, we were dealing with amendment 19/12 moved by the parliamentary 
secretary.  The question before the Chair at that stage was that the words proposed to be inserted be inserted.   
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  On a point of clarification, I presume we are now dealing with supplementary 
notice paper No. 5.   

The CHAIRMAN:  That is correct.  A further amendment has been circulated to the other amendments standing 
in various members’ names, and this particular amendment is in the name of the parliamentary secretary.  The 
question is that the words proposed to be inserted, be inserted. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The amendment states that the use of natural ventilation and natural light by the 
facilities should be maximised.  Will these facilities, particularly the athletics and rugby facilities, have lights, 
and what quality lighting will they have that will enable them to be used for top-level competition at night?   
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Hon ADELE FARINA:  Yes, they will have lights.  The athletics stadium will have lights to the standard to 
hold international competitions, and the rugby playing fields will have lights sufficient for training purposes and 
regional competition.   

Amendment put and passed.   
Hon ADELE FARINA:  I move -  

Page 12, lines 7 to 9 - To delete the lines and insert instead - 

(6) The AK Reserve Minister must comply with the approved redevelopment plan for the 
AK redevelopment area. 

This amendment follows on from earlier amendments and it reflects the new terminology of the AK 
redevelopment area rather than the AK Reserve land.  The reason for this amendment is to make it clear that the 
vegetation corridor referred to in clause 20 is to be the AK Reserve land and not the wider AK redevelopment 
area.   

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clause 13 put and passed.   

Clause 14:  Certain planning schemes cease to apply -  
Hon ADELE FARINA:  I move - 

Page 13, line 2 - To insert before “redevelopment” the words “AK”. 

Page 13, line 11 - To insert before “redevelopment” the words “AK”. 
Again, these amendments are consequential to the changes to clause 3.   
Amendments put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 15 put and passed. 
Clause 16:  Certain local laws suspended -  
Hon ADELE FARINA:  With the indulgence of the committee, I propose to move all the amendments to clause 
16 standing in my name.  I move - 
 Page 14, line 7 - To delete “the district in which the resumed land” and insert - 

a district in which the redevelopment area 
 Page 14, line 8 - To delete “resumed land” and insert instead - 

redevelopment area 
 Page 14, line 10 - To insert before “redevelopment” the words “AK”. 
 Page 14, line 11 - To delete “the district” and insert “a district”. 
 Page 14, line 17 - To insert “redevelopment” the words “AK”. 
 Page 14, line 18 - To delete “the district” and insert “a district”. 
 Page 14, line 22 - To delete “the district” and insert “a district”. 

Amendments put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clause 17:  Operation of other laws may be suspended - 
Hon ADELE FARINA:  I move - 

Page 15, line 5 - To delete “Reserve land” and insert instead “redevelopment area”. 
This is a consequential amendment. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 18:  Time for complying with this Division - 
Hon DONNA TAYLOR:  This clause states - 
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Subject to sections 19 to 28, the actions required under those sections must be done as soon as 
practicable after resumption day. 

I appreciate that this might not be able to be set in stone, but can the parliamentary secretary provide a time line 
of when it is anticipated the draft plans will be prepared and final approval will be granted? 
Hon ADELE FARINA:  I stated in my response in the second reading debate that we anticipate the 
redevelopment plan will be finalised and ready for public comment within a year.  It may take longer if a formal 
environmental assessment is required.  We cannot set time frames on those matters. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 19:  Draft redevelopment plans to be prepared - 
Hon ADELE FARINA:  I move - 

Page 15, line 16 - To delete “Reserve land.” and insert instead “redevelopment area.” 
This too is a consequential amendment. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Hon ADELE FARINA:  I move - 

Page 15, after line 27 - To insert - 

  (5) The draft redevelopment plan for the Perry Lakes land must include the provisions 
required by section 27(3). 

  (6) The draft redevelopment plan for the AK redevelopment area must include the 
provisions required by section 27(4). 

This amendment inserts two new subclauses in clause 19 to require that the sustainability principles inserted in 
clauses 27(3) for the Perry Lakes land and 27(4) for the AK Reserve redevelopment area are followed and 
adopted in the preparation of the redevelopment plan. 

The CHAIRMAN:  The parliamentary secretary has moved this amendment.  I have read it and I was about the 
put the question.  However, I note that the amendment is contingent upon the amendment to clause 27 being 
agreed to.  It is usual for the committee to firstly deal with clause 26 in this case so that the second clause makes 
sense.  However, given the comments that have been made and the way in which I am interpreting the committee 
to be relating to this bill, I am happy to put this clause if other members raise no objection.  That being the case, I 
will follow that course of action.  Therefore, the question is that the words proposed to be inserted be inserted. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 20 to 26 put and passed. 

Clause 27:  Planning Minister’s functions as to draft redevelopment plans - 
Hon ADELE FARINA:  I move - 

 Page 20, after line 32 - To insert - 

  (3) The Minister must not approve a draft redevelopment plan for the Perry Lakes land 
unless satisfied that under its provisions — 

   (a) any development on the land will, when compared with the current standard 
practice as determined by the WAPC - 

    (i) significantly reduce the amount of material, resulting from any 
development, that is disposed of in landfill sites; 

    (ii) significantly increase the recycling of material from any demolition 
of structures that are on the land on resumption day; 

    (iii) significantly increase the use in any development of recycled 
materials and materials from renewable resources; 

    (iv) significantly reduce any harm to the environment that may be 
caused by demolition or construction activities or by stormwater; 

   (b) any building or structure constructed on, and any use of, the land will - 
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    (i) significantly reduce the consumption of water by people living on 
the Perry Lakes land with the aim that they will consume not more 
than 155 kilolitres per person per year from the public water supply 
system; and 

    (ii) significantly reduce the consumption of energy generated from non-
renewable resources by people living on the Perry Lakes land with 
the aim that the amount of such energy consumed by them per 
dwelling per year will be 25% less than the average amount, as 
determined by the WAPC, of such energy consumed per dwelling in 
2005 by comparable dwellings in comparable meteorological 
locations in metropolitan Perth; 

   (c) on subdivision at least 15% of the land will be ceded to the State for public 
open space and that the land ceded will be located so as to - 

    (i) generally adjoin Alderbury Street and Brookdale Street; 

    (ii) contain and conserve near those streets as many of the trees that are 
indigenous to the land as possible having regard to the need to 
connect 2 roads to those streets; and 

    (iii) provide for the establishment of flora that is indigenous to the land 
in areas within the public open space; 

   (d) no building will be built on the land that is over 5 storeys above the existing 
level of the ground on which the building is built; and 

   (e) accommodation designed for people who have reached 55 years of age will 
be included in the development. 

  (4) The Minister must not approve a draft redevelopment plan for the AK redevelopment 
area unless satisfied it contains provisions that ensure - 

   (a) that as much of the existing flora on the AK Reserve land as possible is 
conserved in a corridor running in a broadly east-west direction; and 

   (b) that the corridor is enhanced with flora that is indigenous to the land so as to 
create a continuous belt of such flora. 

This amendment incorporates the sustainability provisions following a request by the Greens.  The government 
strongly supports sustainable development and was pleased to embrace this amendment.  The amendment deals 
with an increase in public open space above the standard 10 per cent to 15 per cent, and it deals also with the 
height restriction of five storeys above ground level and the protection and enhancement of the vegetation 
corridor on the AK Reserve. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I would appreciate some clarification on this amendment.  It is good motherhood 
statement and sounds great.  However, what is meant by proposed subclause (3)(a)(ii) and (iii)?   It states - 

 (ii) significantly increase the recycling of material from any demolition of structures that are on 
the land on resumption day; 

(iii) significantly increase the use in any development of recycled materials and materials from 
renewable resources; 

I will not go through all the amendments.  It is interesting to note some of them and to wonder what will be done.  
Will the existing athletics track be recycled because it has had it anyway?  What will be the additional costs?  
There are real problems in the cost structures for recycling a demolition site.  What does this mean, how will 
these aims be achieved and what additional costs will be generated from the insertion of these subparagraphs?   

Hon ADELE FARINA:  The first sentence of paragraph (a) states -  
any development on the land will, when compared with the current standard practice as determined by 
the WAPC - 

The issues of “significantly reduce” and “significantly increase” will be measured against the current standard 
practice.  The determinant of that measure will be the WA Planning Commission.  On the issue of whether this 
provision is likely to increase costs, again I point out that these provisions already apply under the Department of 
Housing and Works tender requirements.  The government costings incorporate the costs of complying with 
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these requirements.  The issue of sustainability is about looking at the triple bottom line, not simply the 
economic bottom line.  I think that members may be having difficulty coming to grips with that concept.  That is 
what is proposed in the amendment.  Savings may also be made by, for example, using material on-site, which 
would therefore reduce landfill costs.  That is just one example.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Subclause (3)(e) of the amendment states -  

accommodation designed for people who have reached 55 years of age will be included in the 
development.   

That is a very interesting phrase.  I would like some clarification of what it means.  Is it not being slightly 
discriminatory against people of a certain age group?  I believe that the government is being discriminatory in 
that it is referring to people of a certain age group.  I do not know what other words could have been used 
because I have not given a lot of thought to the proposition.  It seems very strange to me.  I would like some 
clarification of what is meant by that paragraph.   

Hon ADELE FARINA:  The reference to people who have reached 55 years of age relates to aged 
accommodation.  The definition is in the residential codes, which are a statement of planning policy and have 
been used quite extensively throughout the state for some time.  The R codes provide for some relaxation in the 
densities for aged accommodation.  It is not unusual and it has been in practice for some time.  The reason for 
this provision is that representations were made to government about providing alternative accommodation 
models in the area.  Many people who had lived in the area all their lives wanted to continue living in the area 
but were reaching an age at which they were no longer in a position to keep their quarter-acre blocks and wanted 
smaller blocks that are easier to keep, and there was not much of that type of accommodation in the area.  This 
provision will cater for a community need.   

Hon DONNA TAYLOR:  Subclause (3)(b) of the amendment states -  

any building or structure constructed on, and any use of, the land will -  
(i) significantly reduce the consumption of water by people living on the Perry Lakes land with 

the aim that they will consume not more than 155 kilolitres per person per year from the public 
water supply system; . . .  

How does the government intend to enforce this provision?   

Hon ADELE FARINA:  Clearly, this provision relates to requirements in the building approval process for 
buildings to have certain things such as low-flow showerheads, dual-flush toilets, water-wise gardens and a host 
of other water-saving devices.  The rate of 155 kilolitres of water per person per year was identified by the 
Premier’s water strategy forum and is set out in the government’s water strategy as a target to reach right across 
the state.  I draw the member’s attention to the word “aim” in that subparagraph.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Hon Donna Taylor has asked a very interesting question.  Irrespective of the rate 
set in the Premier’s water strategy, average water usage is just over 300 kilolitres per household per year.  The 
government is basically saying that if people want to live in the Perry Lakes redevelopment area, they will be 
restricted to 155 kilolitres of water a year.  What will happen if they have used that amount by September?  Will 
the government turn off their taps?  Instead of sending food parcels to this area, we will be sending truck loads of 
water to the area so that people can maintain some sort of lifestyle.  What the government is trying to do should 
be well and truly advertised right across the state.  This is a prime example of social engineering at its worst.  I 
do not believe that the government has any right to restrict the amount of water used in one calendar year by 
anybody who lives in a redevelopment area.  I want to ensure that this matter is well and truly publicised.  I 
would not want to buy or build in this area, because this provision will result in the area being devalued 
significantly.  People have rights.  The government seems keen to remove those rights through a raft of 
legislation that has been introduced in this Parliament over the past few years.  This is social engineering.  I can 
understand why members opposite call each other comrades.  It is good stuff.  The old communist bloc would 
have loved this type of social engineering.  It could not achieve what this government is doing by stealth.  What 
the government is trying to achieve is outrageous and criminal.   

Hon ADELE FARINA:  I point out that the member is referring to the average water use per household. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Yes. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  I am told that the average household contains on average 2.4 people.  The proposed 
amendment refers to 155 kilolitres per person per year.  If we multiply 155 by 2.4, we are probably not looking 
at a figure that is much different from the figure used.  The current practice of two-day restrictions is bringing 
most people in the metropolitan area within the target of 155 kilolitres per person per year; therefore, this 
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amendment will not lead to a significant water-saving imposition.  All we are simply doing is helping to ensure 
that it is achievable by inserting these requirements into the bill.  The minister has spoken publicly on numerous 
occasions about introducing the BASIX - building and sustainability index - system into Western Australia’s 
building code; that is, a raft of measures for reducing water and energy consumption.  These measures are 
already being used in other states and will be introduced for use in this state.  There is not much difference 
between the water consumption per household per year that the member quoted and the amount per person per 
year that I quoted. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I understand that.  I missed the per person amount and I can see that 2.4 
multiplied by 155 would come under the existing average use per calendar year.  The question I am asking is: 
what will happen when two people living in this redevelopment area reach that amount of 310 kilolitres by 
September? 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  The aim of this provision is to design a house to facilitate that objective.  The member 
will see that the word “aim” is used in the provision.  Clearly, we could put all the provisions we liked in place, 
but a person who chooses to leave a tap running would consume more water.  We believe that most people 
understand that they live in an environment today in which they need to conserve water and that water is a 
precious resource.  I do not believe people deliberately leave their taps on.  The aim is to ensure that the 
objectives of those water-saving measures will be achievable by the way in which the building is designed and 
built. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have taken an interest in this water supply issue, having been the shadow minister 
for water.  The state water strategy refers to the government’s aim to reach a scenario in which the consumption 
of water per person per year is 155 kilolitres.  However, on my recollection of the data at the time that ambition 
was determined, it was significantly more than that.  I think the average consumption per person in Western 
Australia is higher than 155 kilolitres.  It is the government’s objective to reduce it to 155, but I think that was 
the amount consumed back in the 1980s.  The parliamentary secretary might tell me I am wrong.  However, it is 
interesting that this clause should be put in this bill today when the economic regulator said yesterday that the 
government is having us on in respect of the amount of water that the state has.  I find this clause in this bill quite 
extraordinary, but I understand why it is there; it is based on an assumption and a view expressed by the 
government that Western Australia has no water.  I argued for a very long time as the shadow minister that there 
is plenty of water and that the water crisis has been invented by the government.  Lyndon Rowe has just said that 
there is probably significantly more water available to Western Australia than the government has ever told us 
there is or ever acknowledged that we can use.  I take the opportunity to mention that aspect.  However, I am 
interested to know whether 155 kilolitres per person per year is, in fact, the average that has been consumed in 
the past or whether that is the government’s target.  If it is the government’s target, what was the average 
consumption per person per year prior to restrictions being brought in two to three years ago? 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  I am going on the advice that has been provided to me.  My understanding is that we 
were consuming 179 kilolitres per person per year and the two-day water restrictions have brought it down to 
most people meeting the 155 kilolitres per person per year target.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  The Greens (WA) clearly support this amendment.  As has been said, the amendment was 
to accommodate our intention of achieving sustainability outcomes.  I listened with interest to the contributions 
from opposition members which illustrated why very little on sustainability was done under the previous 
government.  I wonder whether they also would have opposed the other useful sustainability criteria in the 
building code, such as dual-flush toilets and insulation.  Surely there is a role for requiring certain minimum 
standards.  This provision is a very modest ask and is not outrageous at all.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is a pity that the Greens every now and again seek to provoke the opposition; this 
has happened again. 

Hon Adele Farina:  You’re easily provoked. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am easily provoked, because a significant amount of work was done on the state’s 
water resources during the time of the previous government.  Indeed, we spent a significant number of dollars in 
making sure that there was sufficient water for people who wished to use it.  However, Hon Giz Watson should 
spend some time today reading the economic regulator’s report, which came out yesterday.  I do not expect that 
she could have read it in detail in the past 24 hours.  However, it states that the amount of water available in 
Western Australia is vastly in excess of what we have been told is available.  That comes from a government-
appointed independent regulator that has consumed vast amounts of money to give us a report about the state’s 
water resources.  The report basically outlines that we do not need to restrict the use of sprinklers to only two 
days; we can use them on three days.  That is something I argued for when I was the shadow minister.  The 
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government said that it could not afford to do it.  I acknowledge that it is for the government to decide what it 
does in these matters.  It is all very well to tell us in the state water strategy that the government of Western 
Australia has the best interests of the community at heart, and, therefore, there will be strict water restrictions 
and a maximum target of 155 kilolitres per person per year as the objective; however, it has never been 
mandated anywhere that that is all we can have.  Fortunately, this bill does not do that, although the aim is to 
achieve that goal.  Obviously, if it were mandated, we could not go along with it, because people would be 
obliged to turn off their taps the day they reached the consumption level of 155 kilolitres per person per year.  
Because it is an aim it means that, if people need to, they will be able to use more than 155 kilolitres each per 
year.  The conditions attached to water consumption by people living in this new subdivision should not be any 
different from the conditions attached to water consumption by people living in any other subdivision in Western 
Australia.   

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 28 to 35 put and passed. 

Clause 36:  Buildings laws, operation of - 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  I move - 

Page 25, line 23 - To delete “Housing Act 1980” and insert instead - 

Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1960 Part XV 

This amendment effectively corrects a drafting error.   

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 37 to 42 put and passed. 

Clause 43:  Amounts to be charged to the Fund - 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  I move - 

Page 32, lines 15 and 16 - To delete “on the AK Reserve land or land in the redevelopment area that is 
contiguous with that land;” and insert - 

to be done under that Part; 

This is another consequential amendment that has resulted from the changes to the definitions in clause 3.   

Amendment put and passed. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I move - 

Page 32, after line 20 - To insert - 

(f) the total expenses and costs incurred under paragraphs (c), (d) and (e) are not to 
exceed a maximum of $56 million. 

This amendment seeks to provide a cap of $56 million on the expenditure of funds from the trust on the three 
sporting facilities that are proposed to be built.  I will explain to the committee why I placed this amendment on 
the supplementary notice paper and argue that it should be agreed to.  Members will be aware, having looked 
carefully at the bill, that the bill provides for the sale of land in the Perry Lakes area and for the return from the 
sale of that land to be used, in part, to build three sporting facilities.  The land will initially be redeveloped and 
the revenue from the redevelopment will be used to build the three sporting facilities.  What is left over at the 
end of the day will go to the Town of Cambridge.  We have already agreed to a minimum of $50 million going 
to the Town of Cambridge, but the ultimate figure will be significantly more than that.   

Estimates of the sort of revenue that will be generated from this project are based on the sporting facilities 
costing around $56 million.  Some of the figures recently given to me by the government suggest that they will 
cost around $57.5 million to build.  We have been told that the cost of building the sporting facilities could be 
$56 million or $57 million; however, previous work done by the Town of Cambridge and Multiplex suggested 
figures far lower than that.  There is an attitude among people who understand these matters that $56 million is 
quite excessive in terms of how much should be the subject of any cap.  So that I could clearly understand the 
situation, I discussed with officers of the Department of Sport and Recreation what they thought the three 
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facilities would cost to build.  Based upon the specifications determined by the Town of Cambridge for these 
three facilities, an assessment was provided of the cost of their construction in both July 2005 dollars and 
January 2007 dollars.  I have accepted the figures that the department gave me as fair and reasonable.  If I 
happened to be minister, I would rely on its advice.  There is no reason that it would give me the wrong advice.  I 
understand that the advice I was given is the advice that was also given to the government.  The total cost of 
providing the facilities was estimated as being $38 million at July 2005.  The escalated figure to January 2007 
takes it from $38 million to $55.8 million.  That is a quite significant contingency increase, but it is based on the 
cost of construction these days.  The parliamentary secretary has already explained, and she is probably right, 
that construction costs are significantly escalating.  I am prepared to accept that that is a reasonable ballpark 
figure.  It is therefore estimated that it would cost $55.8 million, or $56 million in round terms, to construct the 
three facilities.   
When I discussed this matter with the minister, I asked whether I should include in my amendment the amount to 
be spent on the construction of each of the three facilities.  The advice I was given was that I should not do that, 
because if I did, the tenderers would know what the government was prepared to pay for each facility.  That 
would send the wrong message, because the government wants a competitive tender.  I agreed to not do that.  
Instead, I included a cap on the cost of construction of the three facilities of $56 million.  I also add that the 
government will pay for 48 per cent of the athletics facility.  I will not speculate on what that figure might be, 
but it would be taken off the contribution that needs to be made out of the trust fund for the development of that 
facility.  I understand that the money will come from the consolidated fund.  The second reading speech on the 
bill indicates that that money was set aside in previous budgets for the construction of this building.   
Why am I seeking to place a cap on how much money can be spent on the three facilities?  I have already 
explained the rationale for why the cap should be $56 million.  Why have a cap at all?  I was very fortunate to be 
the Minister for Sport and Recreation in Western Australia for seven years.  One thing that was absolutely 
consistent during those seven years was that I always underestimated how much would be spent on sporting 
facilities.  I could never believe how much it cost to build sporting facilities in Western Australia.  I discovered 
that one reason for this was that whenever a local authority or state government decided to build a sporting 
facility of any consequence, it would go to the various architects around our lovely city, who would then 
compete with each other on who could come up with the most spectacular building.  Instead of saying that every 
swimming pool should meet basic specifications and that we would build hundreds to those specifications, every 
new swimming pool and aquatic centre in Western Australia was a new monumental construction, and was often 
designed to compliment the architect rather than to take into consideration the money that was available.  I know 
I am being a little flippant and possibly a little facetious, but the bottom line is that if there is a bottomless bucket 
of money, which the trust fund might be, depending on the sort of subdivision that is undertaken, there is the 
potential for significantly more than $56 million to be consumed in building these sporting facilities.  If there is 
no discipline on the government for how much money it can use on constructing these facilities, it may well 
spend it all.  If I had not had the experience that I have had, I would be hard-pressed to argue that case.   

The way the bill is constructed at the moment, the revenue from the sale of the land will go into the trust fund.  
Funds can be taken from the trust fund to do the redevelopment, remove the Perry Lakes facilities and all those 
other things and to build the sporting facilities.  It is conceivable that the amount of money going into that trust 
account will be in the vicinity of $180 million or $190 million.  The government has provided me with the 
estimates of the total gross revenue of land sales under the various scenarios: $169 million, $186 million, 
$148 million, $160 million, $145 million, $156 million, $177 million or $192 million.  Out of that, the 
government must deduct the cost of building the facilities, the $5 million maintenance fund, the project 
development costs, the demolition costs, the land development costs, the selling, advertising and project 
management costs and the debt-servicing costs.  All those costs must come out of the gross revenue that the 
government will get from the sale of the land.  However, it is quite conceivable that there will be amounts of 
money in that fund that would allow an undisciplined government to spend well in excess of the $56 million that 
I think should be the maximum spent on these three sporting facilities.  I think I am being very fair with the 
figure of $56 million.  I have explained how we arrived at that figure.  If it were some ridiculous figure, I could 
understand the government saying that it was ridiculous and it could not agree with that, but that figure is based 
on the government’s own figures, with a 30 per cent contingency between today’s figures and the estimated 
figures applicable to when the facilities will be built.  I think 30 per cent is a fair and reasonable escalation to 
take into account.  Therefore, we should include this cap so that it provides a discipline on the Minister for Sport 
and Recreation, who will manage this project.  That will be how much money he has to spend and that is what he 
will spend - and no more.  He could spend less if he wanted to, but not more.  That discipline is very important in 
the context of building these sporting facilities.  As I have said, over the years I have watched costs blow out 
dramatically because there has been no discipline.  Some builders and architects assume that because it is a 
government project, the sky is the limit and they can just keep adding bits and pieces here and there, and 
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eventually the costs blow out.  There should be some discipline in this legislation.  We already have some 
discipline through the $50 million that will go to the council.  Let us have some discipline with the three 
buildings that will be built. 
If it transpires that for some reason there is a significant delay in the building of these facilities, for reasons that I 
cannot even contemplate, and they are not built until two or three years after they are projected to be built and 
the cost obviously goes beyond $56 million, there would be nothing to stop the government from coming to 
Parliament with a one-line bill to change section 43 of the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Act to delete the figure of 
“56” and insert “66”, or whatever the figure happens to be at the time.  That would be a very simple exercise.  
The opposition and the Parliament would clearly take into account the circumstances and could take evidence, if 
they wished, from the tenderers, the quantity surveyors and all the others who had come up with the figures, and 
make a decision based upon good evidence.  I am asking the government to make a decision now based on good 
evidence - that is, the evidence of the quantity surveyor and the Department of Sport and Recreation - that 
$56 million is all it needs if this project is to be built in the time frame that is contemplated by this bill.  I 
seriously urge the committee to support this amendment, because it provides the discipline I have talked about.  
It also means that some government that wants to spend a lot of money on these facilities cannot do so, bearing 
in mind that the money it would be spending is not the government’s money but the Town of Cambridge’s 
money.  The money that is left over after all the developments have been done and the facilities have been built 
will belong to the Town of Cambridge.  That is in fact the town’s compensation, which is being otherwise denied 
under this bill.  For the government to say that it should be allowed to spend whatever it likes on these three 
sporting facilities, using the Town of Cambridge’s money, is a nice position for the government to be in, but it is 
not so flash for the residents and ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge.  The government should bear that in 
mind.  It is not the government’s money; it is in fact the Town of Cambridge’s money, and the town would argue 
strongly that $56 million is too much to spend on the facilities.  I have reaffirmed my view that that is the case.  
However, in my view $56 million is a fair figure based on the evidence provided.  Let us not give the 
government any more of the Town of Cambridge’s money by allowing it to spend more than $56 million.  I have 
moved the amendment standing in my name to provide a cap for the amount spent on construction of the three 
sporting facilities. 
Hon ADELE FARINA:  I have a few comments to make about this amendment.  I state up-front that the 
government will not support this amendment.  The reason is that the government has already provided a 
guarantee that $50 million in funds and/or land will be returned to the Town of Cambridge, and it believes that 
that is sufficient restraint on the expenditure of moneys.  To achieve this, it will be in the government’s interest 
to ensure the cost of the construction of the sports facilities is lower than the escalated cost estimate prepared for 
the government by Rider Hunt.  I also mentioned in my reply to the second reading debate that the sporting 
facilities must be built prior to the sale of the land.  Therefore, the government will have to be prudent with its 
expenditure on the sports facilities for there to be at least $50 million in funds and/or land to return to the Town 
of Cambridge.  The government’s aim is to provide replacement facilities.  It is not the government’s intention, 
nor that of the sporting bodies involved, to build anything other than replacement facilities based on the town’s 
functional brief.  Thus there are already various constraints and limits.  I draw to the honourable member’s 
attention that the fund contributes 52 per cent only of the cost of the athletic stadium, not the whole cost; and if 
this amendment were to be accepted, this clause would not make any sense.  Clause 43 deals with amounts to be 
charged to the fund and states - 

(1) The following are to be charged to the Fund - 
By proposing to insert new paragraph (f) the member is saying that the following amounts are to be charged to 
the fund -  

the total expenses and costs incurred under paragraphs (c), (d) and (e) are not to exceed a maximum of 
$56 million. 

Clearly that does not make much sense.  If we inserted a guarantee of this type, it would need to go into some 
other clause of the bill.  This clause talks about setting a limit on the expenses incurred.  I do not think it would 
be helpful or easily understood.  Also, paragraph (c), which is referred to in the amendment, relates to the costs 
of enhancing and maintaining the vegetation corridor that is proposed for the AK Reserve land.  Can the 
honourable member clarify whether it is his intention to also include within the $56 million cap that he is 
proposing the cost for enhancing the vegetation corridor proposed for AK Reserve? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is extraordinary how the government can tell us what a wonderful thing it is doing 
with the Town of Cambridge’s money.  The $50 million guarantee is not the government’s money.  The 
parliamentary secretary has already told us that she cannot give any government money to the Town of 
Cambridge in lieu of compensation because that would deem that clause out of order.  She has already told the 
committee that it will be more than $50 million.  It is not the government’s money.  The parliamentary secretary 
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should not keep telling us that the government has guaranteed $50 million when she knows as well as I do that 
the $50 million will definitely be there, because the project will produce more than $50 million.  The $50 million 
is not the government’s money.  The government is simply passing legislation to resume land from the Town of 
Cambridge, to redevelop that land and to give the Town of Cambridge back the returns that come from that 
development.  No government money is involved in this other than half the cost of the athletics stadium, which 
the government has tucked away in its budget.  The rest of the money involved in this bill belongs to the Town 
of Cambridge.   

The government could have gone down another path and resumed the land under the Land Administration Act, 
given the Town of Cambridge $54 million in cash now, carried out the whole subdivision and built the facilities 
and it would have owned all of them.  The Town of Cambridge’s return would be $54 million, net present value 
at December 2005.  Members can work out what that will be worth in January 2007 or December 2009 when the 
town receives the $50 million.  It will be more like $80 million.  The government is playing hard and fast with 
money that does not belong to it.  It belongs to the Town of Cambridge.  The government is taking away its 
property and using the benefits from the sale of that property to do certain things it wants to get done and will 
give it what is left over.  The government knows, because it has already told us, that the figure will be more than 
$50 million - it has to be the case for reasons the parliamentary secretary and I know.   

Now, when I tell the parliamentary secretary that some cap should be provided by this chamber on how much 
more of the Town of Cambridge’s money the government can spend, she says no, as though it were her money.  
I have put forward a perfectly logical and legitimate proposition that is based on the figures given to me by the 
Department of Sport and Recreation, and they are pretty close to the figures provided to me by the minister when 
I asked for an assessment of how this project would work.  Her assessment was $57.5 million.   

I am not asking for something that is unreasonable.  If it were the government’s money, it would be a different 
argument.  However, it is not the government’s money.  In fact, I reckon that the government should not take 
$5 million to maintain the facility because the maintenance should be the government’s responsibility.  I have 
not argued that point.  The maintenance of the facility should be the government’s responsibility because the 
state of Western Australia will own, operate and manage the athletics facility.  I went to the election in 2001 on 
the basis that the government would build the athletics facility and pay for it in its entirety.   

I have indicated to the government in my comments on this bill that I want an outcome from this legislation; that 
is, three sporting facilities built.  I am beginning to think that the end does not justify the means when the 
parliamentary secretary is arguing her case.   

If the amendment is not strictly in good order, I advise the parliamentary secretary that I asked the minister to 
have an amendment to this clause drafted for me to achieve what I want.  She said, probably quite rightly, that 
because it is not part of the cabinet’s decision, she could not ask parliamentary counsel to draft a hypothetical 
amendment for me.  I understand that.  I said to the minister that in the event that the chamber agreed with my 
proposition for a cap, it would be better to have it in a good form so that we need not argue about whether my 
drafting is good enough to satisfy parliamentary counsel.  If my drafting is not good enough, the parliamentary 
secretary may do me a favour and tell me where it is wrong.  It could assist me to draft it in such a way that, if 
the Greens are disposed to support this amendment, the provision will be made in good form.  That is the 
situation in which I find myself.   

Maybe we will save time if we find whether the proposition is supported before we worry about the drafting.  If 
there is support for the cap proposal, we may suspend for five minutes to get the drafting to ensure it is in order.  
Perhaps we could get an indication of whether the chamber will support this proposition. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I support the proposition, but I wonder whether the costs to which the Leader of 
the Opposition referred in design and construction of the athletics, rugby and basketball stadiums would be 
covered by paragraphs (d) and (e).  I ask the parliamentary secretary whether that is a correct assessment of the 
situation.  In other words, paragraphs (d) and (e) deal with the construction of the facilities.  If they were the two 
areas that were put within the amendment, that would satisfy the requirement regarding the construction of the 
building, rather than include the other things the parliamentary secretary talked about earlier.   

Hon ADELE FARINA:  Paragraph (d) deals with the 52 per cent of the athletics stadium, and paragraph (e) 
deals with the design and construction of the facilities.  If the government’s 48 per cent of the cost of the 
athletics stadium were to be included under the cap, it would be covered by reference to paragraph (c).  
Paragraph (c) also includes the cost of the enhancement of the vegetation corridor. 

Hon Norman Moore:  No, that is covered by paragraph (g). 
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Hon ADELE FARINA:  The point the government makes is that it is not appropriate in this clause to include 
the provision of a cap.  It does not read right in the context of the way in which the clause is drafted - namely, it 
is about the amounts charged to the fund.  If the opposition wants to introduce a cap on the cost of facilities, 
which the government does not support in any event, it will need to look at doing so in another part of the bill.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The flora enhancement requirements are found in a different provision - that is, 
proposed paragraph (g).  It is not referred to in my amendment.  If the Greens are concerned that the amendment 
might cap how much can be spent on flora, I can assure them that that would not be the case.  That may help 
them in reaching a decision.   

To expedite this process, if there is support in the chamber for the principle of applying a cap, we should report 
progress and see whether there is a better way of achieving it in terms of drafting.  The parliamentary secretary 
has indicated that it is in the wrong place.  I do not see why.  It looks all right to me, but then I have been here 
only a little while!  In Hon Giz Watson’s presence, I asked the minister to draft an amendment so that we could 
look at it, which would make for better drafted legislation.  Quite properly, the minister said that she could not 
do it.  However, if the Greens support the opposition on this fundamental principle, they should let us know 
reasonably soon.  We might then work out a way to ensure the legislation is properly drafted.  If the Greens will 
not support us, the question is academic. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I must confess that this is a difficult matter for us to make a decision on.  I understand the 
principle that Hon Norman Moore is espousing.  The same thinking was behind our support for and assistance 
with the $50 million guaranteed return.  I have some empathy for what the Leader of the Opposition is trying to 
achieve.  I am struggling with the figures and whether it is a reasonable amount to ask for.  I am aware also that 
we are putting pressure on the project from several angles and that the $50 million return goes a long way 
towards addressing that concern.  I do not know whether that thoroughly answers the question raised by the 
Leader of the Opposition. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Let me try to argue something else that might thoroughly convince you. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I suggest that it would be good to postpone this clause and have a discussion about it.  I 
am happy to listen to both sides of the argument, either outside or inside the chamber, depending on what the 
parliamentary secretary decides.  I flag that it is a matter with which we are having some difficulty on forming a 
position. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  I want to clarify the matter.  The Leader of the Opposition is correct that the costs for 
vegetation for the AK Reserve land are covered in clause 43(1)(g).  However, clause 43(1)(c) refers to “all 
expenses”.  This amendment would include in its scope the cost of the preparation of the redevelopment plan and 
all the consultancy costs associated with it, as well as the costs associated with consultation.  The Leader of the 
Opposition is of the view that the $56 million is well in excess of what would be required to build the sporting 
facilities, and that contractors have a tendency to charge a higher fee when they do work for a government.  
Therefore, providing a cap of $56 million is virtually a guarantee that contractors will submit tenders up to 
$56 million, knowing that the government has catered for that amount.  Also, if the cap is well in excess of what 
the Leader of the Opposition thinks is needed to build the facilities, it is not providing any restraint at all in any 
event. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The government does not want to include a cap because it has figures referring to 
$57 million rather than $56 million.  The price for the project increased by $1.5 million just three days after I 
was told it would cost $56 million.  The government knows that it is not how much less than $56 million it will 
cost; it is a matter of how much more than $56 million it will cost.  The government does not want to spend the 
money itself in addition to the $56 million.  It wants the capacity to keep putting its hands in the till that belongs 
to the Town of Cambridge. 

I will go through the figures for the benefit of Hon Giz Watson.  The minister has provided the member and me 
with a range of scenarios for the development of the land and of what the returns might be.  I will not go through 
all of them, but I will refer to a couple.  One proposal refers to a balance of $72 million after the sporting 
facilities have been built at a cost of $57 million.  After all the development has been done and all the expenses 
have been incurred, $72 million will be left over.  The government has guaranteed to provide the Town of 
Cambridge $50 million.  Under that scenario, $22 million will go to the Town of Cambridge.  If we said that the 
government could spend more than $56 million on the sports facilities, it would say that it has another 
$22 million to dip into.  The Town of Cambridge would get its $50 million, but the government could use the 
extra $22 million.  The second scenario is a balance at the end of the project of $87 million, which would leave 
$37 million for the government to dip into to keep building sporting facilities.  Another scenario refers to 
$57 million being left over, which would leave the government with $7 million to spend.  It goes on and on.  I 
will not go into the detail of one of the scenarios because it does not help my argument; however, it is not a 
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scenario that the government would agree to because it provides the government with a less than $50 million 
return.  Nobody would be stupid enough to do that, because the government has already committed to spending 
at least $50 million.  In every other scenario, the amount of money available beyond $50 million is significant.  
One scenario is $36 million more.  The government has not done anybody any favours by saying the Town of 
Cambridge will get $50 million, because it will get that anyway.  Care must be taken with the amount of money 
that is generated above $50 million, bearing in mind that the money is the money left over after $57.5 million 
has been spent on the sporting facilities.  That allows the government to dip into the trust account even further.  
It is not as though the government is doing the Town of Cambridge any favours by allowing it to receive a return 
of $50 million, because it is going to get it anyway and it is the town’s money.  The parliamentary secretary 
wants to provide the government with the capacity to spend the extra revenue on the sporting facilities if it wants 
to.  As I have said, I have given the Greens an invitation - not that I will be around when it happens, but I am 
sure that the opposition will agree with it at that time: if the project costs more than $56 million, the government 
must ask Parliament to amend the figure from $56 million to $66 million or whatever figure it happens to be.  
Provided it can be justified, I am sure the house will agree to do it. 

What I am asking for is eminently fair, reasonable and sensible, and it should not cause the government any 
grief.  The only reason it would cause the government grief is if it wanted to spend more than $56 million.  We 
cannot pass legislation that requires more than that amount to be spent because it would interfere with section 46 
of the Constitution.  That is why Parliament must be asked to increase the amount later.  Members must bear in 
mind that we are not talking about the government’s money in the context of this amendment.  I ask the Greens 
to seriously think about this matter.  If they want to spend a few minutes behind the chair to talk about it, I am 
happy to do that.  I can see by the look on the face of the Leader of the House that he thinks that what I am 
saying is perfectly legitimate!  I am waiting for him to get on his feet and say what a good idea it is. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  An argument has been put that there is a need for the government to show some restraint 
and provide an assurance that the Town of Cambridge will get back as much of a return on its asset as it possibly 
can.  What is the government’s commitment in that respect?  How will the government restrain itself in this 
matter as its alternative to what the Leader of the Opposition is suggesting, which is cast in the bill itself?  I am 
interested to hear how that commitment will be presented from the government’s point of view. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  I can comment on a few bases.  First, the government has given a clear undertaking 
that all it is seeking to do is replace the facilities; it is not seeking to build Taj Mahals, which Hon Norman 
Moore is concerned might be the case.  Under this arrangement, the government must contribute 48 per cent of 
the cost of the athletics stadium.  The government will not want to contribute any more than it absolutely needs 
to.  The requirement to contribute 48 per cent of the cost will provide a restraint on how much it spends on the 
athletics stadium and a restraint against any excesses in that regard.  The costings that have been provided have 
been based on the Town of Cambridge’s tender documents and specifications for the facilities.  The government 
has indicated that those specifications will be used in the construction of the facilities, including the 
sustainability principles that have been inserted in the bill by the Greens, which the government would have used 
in any event but which have now been encapsulated in the bill.  The minister has also given an undertaking that 
the chief executive officer of the Town of Cambridge will be a member of the project control group, which will 
oversee the entire project and the tender process.  There will be an opportunity for the Town of Cambridge to be 
involved in the process, keep an eye on project cost escalations and have a say on all those matters.  We believe 
that those measures are sufficient to deal with any concern about unnecessary escalations.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The parliamentary secretary told us a while ago that the new sustainability 
development requirements for the building of these facilities will not add any additional costs, and we accept that 
in good faith.  However, she has also told us - this is the information that was provided to me when I spoke to the 
Department of Sport and Recreation - that the costs of these facilities are based on specifications determined by 
the Town of Cambridge.  Did the specifications determined by the Town of Cambridge include the sustainability 
requirements that we have now decided are necessary for this project to go ahead?  In other words, are the 
projected costs provided by the Department of Sport and Recreation based on the sustainability requirements that 
are now in the bill, bearing in mind that the Town of Cambridge may not have drafted its specifications based on 
those sustainability requirements?  Can the parliamentary secretary explain that?   

Hon ADELE FARINA:  The costings that were prepared by the department were based on the functional brief 
of the Town of Cambridge.  They were done through the tender requirements of the Department of Housing and 
Works, and the sustainability principles embodied in the bill were also taken into consideration and costed for in 
the figures that have been provided.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will have one final go at trying to encourage the Greens to agree to my point of 
view.  I will base it on the Valuer General’s proposition of 202 lots.  This is an average of the different scenarios.  
For the benefit of members, the Valuer General’s Office has worked on an assumption of 202 lots for the Perry 
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Lakes redevelopment.  The information that has been provided to me includes the cash flow over the period of 
the development.  It indicates that the sporting facilities development costs will total $47.578 million, and on top 
of that will be the government’s contribution of roughly $10 million as 48 per cent of the cost of the athletics 
stadium, so the sporting facilities will cost about $57 million.  This is the scenario that has been presented.  
There is also $5 million for the maintenance funds; $1 million for the project development costs; $3.4 million for 
the demolition costs; $19.072 million for land development costs; $13.5 million for selling, advertising and 
project management costs; $169.527 million in gross revenue from the land sales; and $7.8 million in debt-
servicing costs.  Based on that scenario, the final balance in the trust account after everything has been paid for 
in 2011-12 will be $72.136 million.  At that point, the government will be obliged to give the Town of 
Cambridge $50 million, because that is provided for in the legislation.  That means that there will still be 
$22 million in the fund.  If, under this scenario, the sporting facilities cost $57 million, the Town of Cambridge 
will get $22 million.  However, if, during the construction of the facilities, the government says that it wants 
gold-plated taps instead of ordinary taps, 15 lanes instead of 10 lanes and seating for 25 000 instead of 2 000, 
and, under this scenario an extra $22 million will be generated above what the government must give the Town 
of Cambridge, there may be a temptation to start consuming the $22 million.  I assure Hon Giz Watson that the 
temptation will exist.  The government’s contribution will be only 48 per cent of the costs of one facility, so the 
effect on the government’s expenditure will be minimal because it has plenty of money anyway and the 
escalation will be in the costs incurred by the Town of Cambridge.  In every scenario provided by the Valuer 
General’s Office, except one, which the government will not implement, there will be more than $50 million at 
the end of the day.  It seems to me that there will be a serious temptation for the government to spend the 
additional money, because it is not the government’s money.  None of this money is the government’s money.  
The parliamentary secretary is defending the government’s position, but she is not defending the government’s 
money; it is the Town of Cambridge’s money.  It is really good if people can spend someone else’s money.  I 
wish somebody would give me a heap of money, tell me to spend it and then ask me to exercise some discipline.  
It would be a fantastic scenario.  The government will build three sporting facilities with somebody else’s 
money, and it wants to be able to spend as much of that money as it feels is necessary.  However, it will not 
accept Parliament saying that the government can spend the money but to a limit.  The amount of $56 million 
that I have mentioned is based on the department’s figures.  Without breaching any confidences, I asked the 
departmental officers whether $56 million would be enough, and they said yes, it would be enough.  I will finish 
on this point.  The amount of $56 million contains a 30 per cent contingency figure above the cost of building 
those facilities now.   

Hon Adele Farina:  Does that include professional fees?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The figures that have been provided to me are very hard to quantify because the site 
costs and other costs are not allocated to particular facilities.  The bottom line is that the July 2005 figure is 
$38 million and the January 2007 figure is $55.8 million.  If that is not enough provision for escalation, I do not 
know what is.  It is significantly greater than the consumer price index.  Again, as I said earlier, if, when the 
tenders come in, it turns out that it will cost $60 million to build the facilities, the government would ask 
Parliament for some more of the Town of Cambridge’s money - not more of the government’s money - to finish 
off the facilities.  That is all I am arguing.  Under none of the scenarios does the $50 million return to the Town 
of Cambridge guarantee that the government will exercise any discipline at all, except under one scenario, in 
which the return would be less than $50 million, and the government would never do that because it would have 
to find extra money itself.  Therefore, in other scenarios there is money in addition to the $50 million that is 
sitting there as a temptation to the government and - I hate to say it - the Department of Sport and Recreation to 
spend if they can get their hands on it, bearing in mind that the temptation is magnified because it is not their 
money.  There will be no discipline on how that money will be spent unless Parliament puts that discipline in 
place.  I urge the Greens (WA), therefore, to support this amendment. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I have listened carefully again to these arguments, but I have to say that the Greens are 
not persuaded and will not be supporting the amendment. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (12) 

Hon George Cash Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore Hon Barbara Scott 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Ray Halligan Hon Helen Morton Hon Donna Taylor 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Barry House Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 

Noes (14) 

Hon Vincent Catania Hon Adele Farina Hon Louise Pratt Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Kim Chance Hon Graham Giffard Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Sally Talbot  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Sheila Mills Hon Ken Travers  

            

Pairs 

 Hon Ken Baston Hon Jon Ford 
 Hon Margaret Rowe Hon Shelley Archer 
 Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm 

Amendment thus negatived. 
Hon ADELE FARINA:  I move - 

Page 32, after line 23 - To insert - 
(g) the costs of enhancing the corridor referred to in section 27(4) with flora that is 

indigenous to the land; 

This amendment takes care of the costs that will be incurred in establishing the flora and vegetation corridor on 
the AK Reserve and for that cost to be deducted from the trust fund.  This amendment results from the 
amendment requested by the Greens (WA) in clause 27. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This is another example of the government, regrettably with the support of the 
Greens, putting its hand in the pocket of the Town of Cambridge.  The Greens have said that they wanted some 
flora enhancement program as part of this bill; therefore, the government has said that of course they can have a 
flora enhancement scheme.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  As much as they like! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  As much as they want.  Do members know who will pay for it?  It will not be the 
government; it will be the trust fund.  Whose money will be in the trust fund?  The Town of Cambridge’s money 
will be in the trust fund.  I was prepared to give some in-principle support for this legislation when it first turned 
up.  As a result of what has happened in this chamber, I have to say that I am totally opposed to what the 
government is seeking to do.  It is an absolute outrage!  I must say that I am not all that impressed with some of 
the advice provided to me by some officers.  The government is now saying that to get this bill through the 
Legislative Council it will do a deal with the Greens and will put in all this furry stuff about how much water 
people can use.  However, it will also whack in a requirement to enhance the flora.  Who will pay for it?  It is not 
the government.  I ask the parliamentary secretary whether there will be a cap on the costs.  Does the 
parliamentary secretary know how much money that belongs to the Town of Cambridge the government will 
spend to enhance the town’s flora? 

Hon Paul Llewellyn:  It’s not going to cost $50 million. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  How does Hon Paul Llewellyn know that?  He would not have a clue, because there 
is no indication in the amendment about how much it will cost.  I add for the benefit of members that the 
proposals of the Greens that the government has agreed to will result in a significant diminution in the net return 
on this project to the Town of Cambridge.  It will be significantly diminished because there will be 15 per cent 
instead of 10 per cent public open space.  I have all the figures with me about how much the net return will be 
diminished as a result of the Greens’ amendments.  The opposition has already gone along with the diminution in 
the return to the Cambridge council as a result of the amendments we have already dealt with.  Now we are 
continuing along this merry little ride in this clause saying, “Spend as much as you like on sporting facilities; no 
cap on that; please yourself.”  Now the government wants us to put a condition on the trust fund account to 
enhance the flora that is indigenous to the land.  The parliamentary secretary might tell me that it will cost 
$10.57 or $10 million - I have no idea.  Does she have any idea?  Does the government have any idea of what it 
will cost?  Indeed, does the government even care how much it will cost?  It will not come out of the 
government’s pocket.  This committee stage has become a pocket-picking exercise.  We are sitting in this place 
picking money out of the pocket of the Town of Cambridge.  Regrettably, the committee is agreeing to it.  If it 
was government money and the government was putting forward the proposal, it would take responsibility for 
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using taxpayers’ money.  Here, the government is using money that is not its own and for which it has taken no 
responsibility.  The parliamentary secretary might have noticed that I am getting a bit cheesed off with this 
legislation.  I will tone down a bit.  Will the parliamentary secretary tell me how much proposed new paragraph 
(g) will cost?   

Hon ADELE FARINA:  I understand that the main works that would need to be done for the vegetation 
corridor on AK Reserve would be weed reduction and some replanting.  The indicative cost, on a worst-case 
scenario basis, provided by the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority is up to $250 000 a hectare over five years.  
The cost will obviously depend on the level of degradation of the land and vegetation.  We are looking at 
approximately four hectares of land; it is not likely to be more than that.  On a worst-case scenario, the total cost 
would be $1 million.  However, a full vegetation survey and investigation has not been undertaken, and the cost 
may well be less than that.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We are now in a disgraceful situation.  I thought it might cost $25 or something like 
that to get rid of a few weeds and to make sure that the existing trees have a ribbon around them so that nobody 
knocks them down.  We are now told that it could cost $250 000 a hectare over five years, or $1 million in total.  
However, the government does not really know what it will cost.  That is outrageous.  That work could cost 
$1 million, which will come out of the pocket of the Town of Cambridge.  However, the government cannot tell 
us whether that is what it will really cost.  This is disgraceful.  We should consign this bill to where it belongs.  
To keep the government honest on this little proposition, I move - 

That the amendment be amended by inserting after “costs” - 

, not exceeding $1 million, 

Proposed new paragraph (g) would then read - 

the costs, not exceeding $1 million, of enhancing the corridor referred to in section 27(4) with flora that 
is indigenous to the land;  

It is a disgrace that these works could cost $1 million, but the government in its wisdom, and following advice 
from its officers, has said that they could cost that much.  Parliament should make a decision that the cost is not 
to exceed $1 million.  We have already found out that we cannot trust this government.  It wants to spend in 
excess of $56 million on the sports facilities.  We should place some discipline on the government with this 
clause.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Having been a minister who dealt with corridors, road verges and the like, I am 
well and truly aware that costs can blow out significantly in these areas.  I am reminded of the Graham Farmer 
Freeway.  A substantial amount was spent on planting trees and building up vegetation with that project.  In that 
regard, I support the amendment.   
Hon ADELE FARINA:  I reiterate that the government does not believe that these works will cost $1 million, 
because this provision relates to protecting and enhancing an existing tree corridor.  The cost would relate to the 
level of degradation, and the costings were provided on a worst-case scenario basis.  However, in view of the 
concerns raised by Hon Norman Moore, the government will accept the amendment.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This debate is descending into high farce!   

Hon Adele Farina:  Would you prefer us to oppose it?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The government would not agree with a perfectly legitimate proposition that I put 
forward to place a cap on the cost of construction of the sporting facilities, which was based on the government’s 
figures and not mine.  Now, off the cuff, it has come up with a figure of $1 million for works to the corridor.  I 
decided to try out the government, so I said that the cost for this work should be capped at $1 million.  Does the 
parliamentary secretary know what the government’s acceptance of this amendment will mean in the context of 
the debate on my previous amendment?  How much did the parliamentary secretary suggest would be spent?  To 
use her logic, if we provide a cap of $1 million, $1 million will be spent.  That is despite the parliamentary 
secretary telling us that that figure was based on a worst-case scenario and that it was a rough, back-of-the-
envelope assessment of what it could cost.  The parliamentary secretary said that the government does not 
believe that it will cost anything like $1 million, so it will support a cap of $1 million.  However, the 
parliamentary secretary argued just a little while ago that a cap of $56 million could not be placed on the 
construction of the sporting facilities because if that cap were imposed, that would be the amount that would be 
spent.  Therefore, there is no question that $1 million will be spent on the corridor if a cap of $1 million is 
provided.  Heaven help us!  We might as well have a cap of $1 million, because we never quite know with this 
lot.  At least a cap of $1 million is better than not having any cap, because it might save the Town of Cambridge 
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a heap of money above $1 million.  I suppose we should grab what we can while we are in front.  Perhaps the 
Greens do not think it is enough.   

Amendment on the amendment put and passed.   

Amendment, as amended, put and passed.   
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Clause 43 could be called the pickpocket clause, because it talks about what can be 
charged to the fund.  It describes what the government can take out of the trust account and how it can spend the 
money that legitimately belongs to the Town of Cambridge.   

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I describe this clause as the pickpocket clause.  It relates to all the items that can be 
removed from the trust account in the fulfilling of the obligations under this legislation.  It is a pity that the 
government has taken the view that at the end of this whole project - I will call it project - the total government 
contribution to the development of a significant area of land, the development of three sporting facilities and the 
preservation of some natural environment will be about $10 million.  In my view that is pathetic.  It is pathetic 
because the government is getting an athletics facility that will be the state’s athletic facility.  It should be paid 
for in its totality by the government.  The government will get basketball and rugby facilities that will both be 
owned and operated by the Town of Cambridge, yet the rugby facility will be, for all intents and purposes, the 
major rugby centre outside the one that we expect might be built some time down the track and the basketball 
centre will be the major centre for the Western Australian Basketball Federation, albeit that some games are 
played in other venues. 

The government is getting a very good deal out of this bill because of this particular clause that enables the 
government to take out of the trust fund all the money for the project with the exception of its 48 per cent 
contribution to the athletics stadium.  Even taking that into account, the government could not bring itself to 
provide some discipline for how it spent money in some areas.  It was prepared to provide discipline for tree 
preservation, for reasons that escape me, when it knew that it was probably an outrageous claim anyway.  I think 
some expenditure has worked out at about $25 a square inch.  A lot of trees must need preserving in that 
particular part of the environment. 

The decision by the government to not accept the amendment that we moved about capping the expenditure 
means that I now have no enthusiasm for this legislation at all.  The government has done absolutely the wrong 
thing by the Town of Cambridge.  There was an opportunity for the government to at least square off, as it were, 
and apply some discipline to its own activities, but it has chosen not to do that, other than to limit to $1 million 
the amount it spends on fixing trees.  That is a very bad outcome that, I must say, has led me to the conclusion 
that there is no merit in this course of action and the government has adopted a very greedy, selfish approach to 
this matter, when it could quite comfortably and easily, without any expense to itself, have ensured that the 
Town of Cambridge’s return was maximised while at the same time ensuring that the facilities that were 
developed and the development were of top quality.  The government has chosen not to do that.  It has continued 
to snub its nose at the Town of Cambridge.  I must say that I am disgusted with the government’s attitude on this 
clause. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 44 to 52 put and passed. 

Clause 53:  Cambridge Endowment Lands Act 1920 amended - 
Hon DONNA TAYLOR:  I understand that an amendment will be moved, but my query relates to what is 
actually in clause 53 at the moment.  I seek some clarification about the definition of “Perry Lakes 
redevelopment land” and paragraph (ii), which reads - 

part of Lot 25 on Deposited Plan 25810 and being part of the land in Certificate of Title Volume 2586 
Folio 279; 

For consistency, should that paragraph not have been amended in a similar way to those earlier clauses that were 
amended by putting “that” before “part of Lot”, and inserting after “Folio 279” the words “included in Lot 713 
on Deposited Plan 48234”? 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  No.  We are dealing with two different scenarios.  The earlier provisions dealt with 
what was being resumed by the government and what would then be going in to create lot 713.  This paragraph 
deals with the position once lot 713 has been created.  Therefore, those areas of land are clearly identified and 
we do not need that qualification. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This is one of the few clauses in the legislation that I think has some merit; that is, it 
ensures that the revenue that is obtained from the sale of the land - if there is any left and the government has not 
spent it all - can be spent throughout the municipality of Cambridge, whereas the old City of Perth Endowment 
Lands Act, or the Cambridge Endowment Lands Act as it now is, would have required the revenues to be spent 
within the endowment lands themselves.  This clause therefore has my support because it means that any 
benefits that might be accrued by the Town of Cambridge can be spent right throughout the municipality.  In my 
view that is a good thing. 

Clause put and passed. 

New clause 53 -  
Hon ADELE FARINA:  I move - 

Page 37, after line 3 - To insert the following new clause - 

53. Amendments to this Act as a consequence of the Planning and Development Act 
2005 
(1) The amendments in this section are to this Act. 

(2) Section 3(1) is amended as follows: 
(a) in the definition of “development” by deleting “Town Planning and 

Development Act 1928 section 2,” and inserting instead - 

“    Planning and Development Act 2005 section 4(1),    ”; 
(b) by inserting after the definition of “interest” - 

“     
“local planning scheme” has the meaning given to that term by the 

Planning and Development Act 2005 section 4(1); 
                 ”. 

(c) in the definition of “Metropolitan Region Scheme” by deleting 
“Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act 1959 section 6;” 
and inserting instead - 

“    Planning and Development Act 2005 section 4(1);    ”; 
(d) in the definition of “Planning Minister” by deleting “Town 

Planning and Development Act 1928;” and inserting instead - 

“    Planning and Development Act 2005;    ”; 
(e) by deleting the definition of “town planning scheme”; 
(f) in the definition of “WAPC” by deleting “Western Australian 

Planning Commission Act 1985.” and inserting instead - 

“    Planning and Development Act 2005 section 7(1).    ”. 

(3) Section 4(3)(a)(ii) is amended by deleting “town” and inserting instead - 

“    local    ”. 

(4) Section 14(1) is amended in the definition of “planning scheme” by deleting 
“town” and inserting instead - 

“    local    ”. 

(5) Section 15(2) is amended by deleting “town” and inserting instead - 

“    local    ”. 

(6) Section 15(3) is amended by deleting “town” and inserting instead - 

“    local    ”. 

(7) Section 17 is amended by deleting “Town Planning and Development 
Act 1928 section 33,” and inserting instead - 

“    Planning and Development Act 2005 section 132,    ”. 
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(8) Section 19(4) is amended by deleting “town planning scheme under the 
Town Planning and Development Act 1928.” and inserting instead - 

“     
local planning scheme under the Planning and Development 
Act 2005. 

”. 

(9) Section 30 is amended by deleting “Town Planning and Development 
Act 1928 section 20” and inserting instead - 

“    Planning and Development Act 2005 section 135 or 136    ”. 

(10) Section 34(5)(b) is amended by deleting “town” and inserting instead - 

“    local    ”. 

(11) Section 34(6)(b) is amended by deleting “town” and inserting instead - 

“    local    ”. 

(12) Section 35 is amended by deleting “Town Planning and Development 
Act 1928 Part V,” and inserting instead - 

“    Planning and Development Act 2005 Part 14,    ”. 

(13) Section 38(2) is amended by deleting “Town Planning and Development 
Act 1928 Part V,” and inserting instead - 
“    Planning and Development Act 2005 Part 14,    ”. 

(14) Section 41(3) is amended by deleting “Town Planning and Development 
Act 1928” and inserting instead - 

“    Planning and Development Act 2005    ”. 

Fundamentally, this amendment arises as a consequence of the Planning and Development Act 2005.  Members 
will recall that we tried to insert these provisions in the Planning and Development Bill 2005 when it was being 
considered, and the view was that it was more appropriate to insert them in the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill 
when it was being considered.   

New clause put and passed. 

Schedule 1:  Resumed land - 

Hon DONNA TAYLOR:  This really is a matter for the record.  Although I am somewhat satisfied that the 
Wembley Golf Complex land cannot be resumed under this bill, will the parliamentary secretary again confirm 
for me on the record, for the benefit of community members who remain concerned about this issue, that lot 102 
on deposited plan 40637 cannot be resumed under this legislation?   

Hon ADELE FARINA:  I am happy to give that assurance yet again to the member; I have given it a number of 
times already.  The definitions that have been incorporated through amendments to the bill today clearly exclude 
the parcels to the north and at the centre of one deposited plan. 

Schedule put and passed. 

Schedule 2:  Lot 713 on Deposited Plan 48234 - 
Hon ADELE FARINA:  I seek to move an amendment.  It is not the amendment standing in my name on the 
supplementary notice paper.  I move - 

Page 41, in the Deposited Plan - To delete “an exemption granted under Regulation 5(6) of the Transfer 
of Land (Surveys) Regulations 1995” and insert - 

section 6(7) of the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Act 2005 
Because the amendments are concurrent, I also move - 

Page 41, in the Deposited Plan - To delete “Version 1” and insert “Version 2”. 
These amendments arise as a result of the insertion of new subclause (7) in clause 6. 
Amendments put and passed. 
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Schedule, as amended, put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 
Bill reported, with amendments. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith through remaining stages. 

Report 
Report of committee adopted. 

Third Reading 
HON ADELE FARINA (South West - Parliamentary Secretary) [2.16 pm]:  I move - 

That the bill be now read a third time. 
HON DONNA TAYLOR (East Metropolitan) [2.17 pm]:  As the opposition’s lead speaker on this bill, I 
reiterate that in spite of the amendments that have been agreed to in the committee stage, the opposition remains 
totally opposed to the passage of this bill.  Although we certainly support the need for the sporting facilities, the 
opposition believes that this bill sets a precedent and quite clearly takes away the rights of property owners - in 
this case the ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge.  I remind the house that by opposing the very sensible 
amendment that was moved by Hon Norman Moore to put a cap on the cost of the sporting facilities, the 
government has now been given a blank cheque to spend the Town of Cambridge’s money.  This is, quite 
frankly, an outrageous situation.  The opposition will oppose this bill and will call for a division at the end of the 
third reading debate.   
Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (15) 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Kate Doust Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Vincent Catania Hon Sue Ellery Hon Sheila Mills Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Kim Chance Hon Adele Farina Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Graham Giffard Hon Sally Talbot  

Noes (12) 

Hon George Cash Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore Hon Barbara Scott 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Ray Halligan Hon Helen Morton Hon Donna Taylor 
Hon Anthony Fels Hon Barry House Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 

 

            

Pairs 

 Hon Shelley Archer Hon Ken Baston 
 Hon Jon Ford Hon Margaret Rowe 
 Hon Louise Pratt Hon Robyn McSweeney 

Question thus passed. 
Bill read a third time and returned to the Assembly with amendments. 
 


