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PERRY LAKES REDEVELOPMENT BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 November. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [8.29 pm]:  I have a little more to say before I conclude my 
comments on the bill.  I want to ensure that the commitments that the Greens (WA) are seeking from the 
government for our support for the bill are clear to the house and are clearly on the public record.  I will go 
through those matters now, and I direct my comments in particular to the parliamentary secretary handling the 
bill.  For the Greens to support the bill, we will require the government to put some specific comments on the 
record.  The first issue relates to the facility for the Riding for the Disabled Association, which is currently 
located on AK Reserve.  A lot of concern has been expressed in the public debate about that facility, which is 
well supported and has suited members of the association for a considerable time.  My request is for the 
parliamentary secretary to give a clear indication that the Riding for the Disabled facility will be suitably located, 
where it will be located and whether the people involved are happy with the proposed relocation.  I also ask the 
parliamentary secretary for some indication of the sort of consultation that has taken place and how it has 
occurred.   

The second issue relates to the Bush Forever land on AK Reserve.  I have spoken in a little detail about this 
issue.  It is essential that there be a commitment that a viable biological link will be maintained and enhanced to 
preserve as much of the existing flora as possible, and that any development ensures that the existing mature 
trees will be preserved.  That could include the replanting of local trees wherever possible for shade and to 
enhance that corridor.  I have discussed this issue on-site, and it seems to me that it might be possible to enhance 
that link by, for example, planting some shade trees that are endemic to the area in the car park of the new sports 
facilities.   

The next issue, which is a more recent one, relates to the Wembley golf course and the Stephenson highway 
reserve.  It is a very contentious issue.  For the past eight years I have regularly asked questions about when the 
government will remove the Stephenson highway reserve.  At the moment it is an ongoing threat to not only the 
Wembley golf course, but also the integrity of Bold Park.  I am seeking a clear indication that the Wembley golf 
course will not be part of any land resumed under this bill.  I know that this issue has been confusing in the 
public debate.  I have looked at the legislation in great detail, and I can understand why people find the issue 
confusing.  I have been persuaded that such a resumption is not on a secret agenda associated with this 
legislation, but the matter needs to be put beyond doubt.  It needs to form part of the amendments, which, from 
looking at the supplementary notice paper, I believe is the case.   

The next issue relates to access to any redevelopment and, in particular, to public transport.  The Greens want to 
be reassured that both the sports facilities and the housing redevelopment on the Perry Lakes site will include 
good access for walking, cycling and other activities that are compatible with good sustainability objectives.  I 
would like the government to consider a light rail link from the redevelopment site to the main railway line.  The 
site seems to be an ideal location to achieve such a link.  Brookdale Street and Brockway Road are over-width 
roads and they lend themselves to that sort of opportunity given that there will be new housing in the area and 
that there has been an assurance that public access will be improved. 

The next issue we need to be very clear about is community engagement. We must have the details of how the 
community will be consulted and engaged in the final shape of the redevelopment plans.  I want the 
parliamentary secretary to explain what consultation process the community will be able to engage in.  We also 
require an indication to the house of what the environmental assessment process will be before the development 
goes ahead.  Clearly, it is a unique site; it is on the edge of Perry Lakes.  Many other people and I are very aware 
that any redevelopment must have minimal environmental impact on the lakes and adjacent parkland. 
We require a commitment from the government about which sporting facilities will be located where.  If we are 
to preserve the Bush Forever corridor on the AK Reserve, we should utilise the existing cleared area on the 
reserve.  It is possible that the basketball facility can be located there but there is little possibility of having the 
rugby facility there as well as maintaining a sufficient bush corridor.  It appears that the rugby stadium will be 
built at the back of the AK Reserve on the unvested land further back in the precinct.  As I understand it, the 
desire is still to have the athletics stadium on the corner of the AK Reserve, and that is probably the biggest issue 
for us as some native vegetation will have to be removed to achieve that goal.  We want a commitment from the 
government that that will be minimised to ensure that the corridor is maintained. 
A lot of information has been provided to members about this bill.  A legal opinion was provided to me and, I 
presume, to other members.  I seek a comment from the parliamentary secretary about the government’s 
response to that legal opinion because it raised a lot of issues.  It came quite late in the debate and has raised a lot 
of questions for me.   
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The Greens (WA) support the second reading of this bill.  We will progress through the amendments as listed in 
supplementary notice paper 82, issue 3.  We indicate at this stage that the amendments go a significant way 
towards addressing the issues we have raised.  Unless something changes between now and the third reading, 
and assuming that the amendments are accepted by the committee, the Greens will support the bill.   

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [8.39 pm]:  The National Party made it very clear in the other 
house that we would support this bill, but on the basis that we foresaw a requirement for athletics, rugby and 
basketball to be accommodated in state facilities.  Certainly it has been made very clear to me in the recent past 
that athletics is suffering pretty badly as a result of the state of the current stadium at Perry Lakes.  I have 
received numerous phone calls from both sides of the argument and I have had communication with members of 
the Town of Cambridge.  I welcome all that input from those people, as it has given me the opportunity to get an 
understanding of the prevailing issues.  I wonder ultimately what outcome is required to benefit all those 
involved in athletics, rugby and basketball, and, indeed, the Town of Cambridge.  Of course, there are now 
proposed amendments to the bill on the supplementary notice paper.  I was concerned about a number of issues, 
not the least of which was that the Town of Cambridge should have some assurance that it will get some 
recompense for the land.  The proposed amendments provide for a payment of $50 million to the Town of 
Cambridge, which is an assurance of some return.  However, I have read a lot of data that was given to me, and I 
thank the town for sending me a couple of documents that I have with me.  Both are dated 30 September.  One is 
to do with the Perry Lakes Stadium redevelopment and the other with the redevelopment site.  One gives a long 
history of the redevelopment over time and states that it got to a stage at which Multiplex was about to carry out 
the construction.  However, there was a change of heart and that did not go ahead.  There is now another 
proposal that outlines how the Town of Cambridge would allow the redevelopment to go ahead.  Discussions on 
this redevelopment have been around for about six and a half years.  As I said, many approaches have been made 
by many people.  The coastal ward ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge have been very vocal in their approach 
to the matter.  There is a division in the council, and it is apparent to me that this issue has been hanging around 
for quite some time.  The government in its wisdom has decided to go ahead with the development.  I say 
straight up that I believe the Town of Cambridge would have the ability to go ahead with this development, but 
there have been delays over time.  There has been talk about a precedent having been set because the Minister 
for Planning and Infrastructure and the government have made the decision to go ahead with the proposal that 
has been put forward.  The matter has been brought to Parliament for ratification by both houses.  It must 
certainly go through a process that satisfies me.  If every decision to take land from a local government had to go 
through both houses of Parliament, of course we would get to a very difficult situation and we would not 
progress much at all.  Therefore, the precedent does not worry me all that much. 
I say to the government that it is absolutely essential to meet the time frames for the target completion dates set 
out in the second reading speech.  They are between December 2007 and February 2008 for the athletics 
stadium; between September 2007 and November 2007 for the rugby facility - not a long time for that process; 
and between December 2007 and February 2008 for the basketball facility.  One imperative from my point of 
view is that those deadlines must be met.  I note that none of the requirements for heritage and environmental 
development in the construction and demolition approvals has been changed, although in some instances the 
bodies for whom the approvals are sought have been changed.  Given those assurances, it is essential that the 
minister and the government make sure that those targets are met and that the development goes ahead as 
outlined.   
I mentioned the timing and the $50 million return to the Town of Cambridge.  There is also a need to keep the 
capital costs of the facilities under control.  A substantial blow-out in those costs would undermine the 
opportunity for funds and/or development land to be returned to the Town of Cambridge, which needs as much 
of that funding as can be raised.  From talking to some people attached to the Town of Cambridge, I note that 
there was a requirement for the council to put together business plans and development proposals.  The council 
needed to talk to Treasury.  The capacity of the town to borrow money would be questionable, given my 
understanding that councils can raise money only against rates.  That is one issue on which the parliamentary 
secretary might be able to provide me with a clearer understanding.   
I have looked at all the issues, but I do not intend to speak for long.  As Hon Giz Watson mentioned, I have also 
received legal opinion on the outcomes of the bill.  Concerns were raised about arrangements concerning lot 25, 
but amendments will cover many of those issues.  I understand that 15 per cent of the Perry Lakes land will be 
public open space.  However, public space accounts for 20 per cent of developments in other areas of the western 
suburbs.  The height of the stadium will be no higher than the existing stadium, which is around five storeys 
high.  I did not think that would be quite high enough, but I have been assured that it will be sufficient to cover 
the construction requirements of the stadium.  I understand that the only portion of lot 25 that is involved is the 
southern portion, which will create lot 713 and the Avenues land, which is required for the development.  As 
Hon Giz Watson said, the golf course and Stephenson Avenue will not be taken into consideration in this 
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development, so they will not be affected.  That was one issue that was canvassed in one of the flyers that went 
around with my name on it.  That issue should be well and truly covered.   
I do not intend to go on at length.  I read the speeches given by other members on the bill as I was away during 
part of the second reading debate.  The bill has been covered at length.  Certainly a lot of the issues I was going 
to raise have been covered, so I have no intention of repeating them.  However, I repeat that from our point of 
view, the council should not manage the stadium.  That is one thing that the state needs to run.  Something like 
$5 million has been set aside for that.  The facility will be used by the broader community, and people will 
benefit from a new stadium being built quickly.  The basketball and rugby facilities are in the same situation.   
I will watch with interest as we pass through the committee stage.  A lot of the work that has been done on the 
amendments will improve the bill.  One other issue that was raised was that some form of memorandum had 
been put out by the Town of Cambridge.  That memorandum is really only in draft form, and has not received 
consent from the councillors.  From my point of view, it has a long way to go before it will become a reasonable 
proposal.  I look forward to the committee stage and the progression of the bill.  
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich (Minister for Education and Training). 
[Continued on page 7824.] 
 


