
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 17 June 2020] 

 p3812b-3836a 
Mr Bill Marmion; Mr Sean L'Estrange; Dr Mike Nahan; Mr Shane Love; Mr David Templeman 

 [1] 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Motion 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.05 pm]: I move — 

That this house notes a range of concerning issues in the local government sector mostly perpetuated from 
mismanagement by the McGowan Labor government. 

I will begin by thanking the Minister for Local Government for answering my question on notice 6115. In that 
question, I asked the minister to list the number of local government inquiries and reviews undertaken by the 
Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries since March 2017, including the starting and 
completion dates, and the estimated cost. I also got some information on the number of employees, which I will 
go through in a minute. The answer is interesting. It states that quite a number of authorised inquiries have been 
undertaken by the department. Some of those have concluded, some have been withdrawn, and some are ongoing. 
Twelve inquiries have been started. I note that although the inquiry into the Shire of Wiluna has started and finished, 
another one has started. The minister might like to explain that, because I am in the dark about that one. I read the 
first report, and I will mention that later. That report was fairly damaging, as the minister would probably agree. 

The other interesting thing is that of the total of 462 staff in the Department of Local Government, 42 are dedicated 
to local government, and only nine—I do not want to use the word “only” incorrectly—are allocated to inquiries 
and reviews. I will give the data in a minute, but given that some of those reviews are taking a long time, and 
some have not been concluded, we have to wonder whether having only nine staff in such a high priority area may 
impact on the credibility of a council. A councillor who was subject to an ongoing review would hope that it was 
completed fairly quickly. That is my opening gambit, minister. I understand that the minister has been a councillor. 
Is that correct? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Yes. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Therefore, the minister would know, and we all agree, that the role of local government 
is a key part of our democratic process. When the minister talks to local governments, they will say that they are 
the number one. It is a bit hard to argue against that. They will say that they do all the work at the bottom end, at 
the grassroots. When we mention to local governments that they are subject to state acts, they get a bit grumpy, as 
the minister would know. That is true. That is the fact. Local governments come under the Local Government Act, 
which the minister quite rightly looks after. That act sets out the roles and responsibilities of councils, the chief 
executive officers and the administration. I do not believe that is ambiguous. The act sets out those boundaries. 
I am not saying whether that is correct or not. A review of the Local Government Act is currently underway. The 
other place is looking at submissions and making inquiries into the whole local government sector. That will be of 
benefit. If we can improve the current local government system, there will be benefit to WA. 

I want to make the point that we value members of the community who put themselves up for election to councils. 
As members of Parliament, we know that it can be a thankless task. One could argue that it could even be more 
thankless in local government. Quite often the issues of concern in local government are usually to do with 
planning. The issues may not be considered substantial or of monumental value; however, they become very 
personal to individual members of the community. One individual or a group of half a dozen people can make life 
very uncomfortable for someone who has a counterview to those people in the council. We know as ministers and 
members of Parliament that 1 000 people in an electorate could be upset over an issue. The other 25 000 might be 
quite happy, but those 1 000 people will give us a pretty hard time. As the shadow Minister for Local Government, 
I acknowledge the people who put themselves up as candidates and become councillors. 

Obviously, we and the minister want all councils to run smoothly. The objective under the act is that the council 
works as a team and makes decisions that are of benefit to its community. Council members cannot always agree on 
issues, but provided they make their own decisions about what they believe is in the best interests of the community, 
they are doing their job. Everyone on the council handles the decision-making in a professional way, and understands 
that people on councils are doing it for the betterment of the community. They make decisions, and they must 
respect the position of councillors with a counterview. If they do that, councils will operate smoothly, but, as we 
all know, that does not always work out. Just personalities could get in the way. There could be some legitimate issue 
that someone feels so strongly about that they believe it is absolutely not in the best interests of the community, 
whereas someone else might think it is in the best interests of the community. That could be the start of a conflict 
of personalities. Unfortunately, sometimes councils can end up not running with the best interests of the local 
community in mind. I presume that is the reason that we have inquiries. 

The department has the power under the act to look at a council and review any issues. The issue is what the catalyst 
is to starting a review. In the reviews I have read, quite often it can be the number of complaints a council gets 
from the community. It has to put a value on those complaints. Before there is a recommendation to the minister, 
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one assumes that there is a review. The minister could probably explain this to me, because I have only been the 
shadow minister in this area for 12 months, so it is an area of great interest but I do not have the background or 
knowledge that the minister has as minister and as a former member of a council. One would assume that the aim 
is not to have too many inquiries, so if there is anything that the department or the minister can do to solve any 
problems before they gravitate to needing an inquiry, it is important to consider. Let us assume that there are some 
complaints about a particular council. I assume that before an inquiry is authorised, there are mechanisms within 
the department to see whether they can be resolved amicably. If there is a legitimate issue and the council is not 
following the act or does not have the right procedures, it is quickly recommended and dealt with by administration 
and the issues are sorted out. 

The minister has quite strong powers under the act to dismiss the council and put in a commissioner or commissioners. 
That is quite a strong power, but, as we all know with phase 1—I suppose this is still in vogue—once a commissioner 
is put in, they then move on and there are elections, and the same councillors can get back to the same spots. That 
is democracy; that is how it is. The community can still vote for who it wants, and that is how it works. I must say 
that the minister has a very long record of inquiries, but he also has a record of bringing in amendments. We have 
to give the minister a bit of a pat on the back for having a crack at making some amendments. 

I have press releases about phase 1. The minister is good at putting out press releases. There was a press release on 
Wednesday, 1 August 2018, about going ahead with the election commitment for training for councillors. One issue 
is that councillors cannot read what the act explicitly tells them to do. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Or understand their role. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Or they cannot understand their role. 

There is now a training mechanism for candidates online, so it is not inconvenient. There is now a mechanism 
through phase 1 of the government’s reforms. 

One of the other issues highlighted in the City of Perth was the gifts that the Lord Mayor got, and that is what the 
public and the community think of in relation to the City of Perth. I do not think that was the main issue, but it 
became what everyone sees as the main issue. There needs to be greater transparency on gifts. Ministers get lots 
of gifts, especially when they go overseas. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I do not get many! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: They are not the sorts of gifts that we would really want to hang on to, but we cannot say 
that at the time of receipt! They are not anywhere near the value of $300. If a minister gets a gift worth over $300 
and they want to keep it, they have to pay the difference above $300. It is all transparent and all the money goes 
into the consolidated account. There are probably very few gifts that a minister would get that fit that category. 
The benefit of being a minister is that people in their office look after anything like that. They do all the paperwork 
for the minister and they value the gift. If someone drops a gift on the table after a meeting, they can value it, so 
there is a process in place. That is what one would have thought the City of Perth had in place, by the way. 

The other problem in trying to make some reform in local government is that we have to recognise that not all local 
governments are the same. They are not all like the City of Perth, Stirling, Wanneroo, Joondalup or Rockingham. 
There is the Shire of Wiluna, and the Shire of Yalgoo might even be smaller than that. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: In terms of ratepayers. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: The Gascoyne is small. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The Shire of Upper Gascoyne is small. 

In those communities it is sometimes hard to get enough councillors on the council, let alone have a CEO and all 
the procedures in place to make sure they comply with proper procurement and tendering processes, but they still 
have to. When I go through some of the reports, I will highlight some of the issues that have come out. The reports 
will probably influence and guide any changes to the Local Government Act. Looking at the inquiries, even the 
phase 1 reforms were guided by some of the negative outcomes of past inquiries. 

Another issue in play at the moment is a review of phase 2. Presumably, that will mean a substantive change to 
the current Local Government Act. The minister might like to highlight where that is and whether it may be a green 
bill, or whether the government is waiting for the upper house inquiry—I do not know. I think the house would 
like to know where the review is. If it is not going to be a green bill, will the minister read in a bill later this year, 
and what does he anticipate its progress to be? I would imagine it will be fairly chunky. If so, the bill will probably 
require a lot of input from councils and the Western Australian Local Government Association. 
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The Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries has basically two roles. My understanding of 
local government is that a small council could ring up for a bit of direction on the right way to go—some advice—
but it also has a regulatory role in conforming to the act. Indeed, the department has the ability to come in to do 
a review. When I have spoken to people in councils and in the community, some people question whether those 
two roles are too close and should be separated, or whether they should be under the same chief executive officer. 
I do not know, but the minister might like to touch on it from his experienced position. Another interesting aspect 
that comes up from talking to people in the community is the role of the Western Australian Local Government 
Association. WALGA is basically the council association. I think it includes all but two councils, but the minister 
might be able to update me on that, although I realise he is not responsible for WALGA. Historically, the City of 
Nedlands council was the only one that was not in WALGA. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes. I heard a rumour that Cambridge may have, but I do not know. There may be two. 
In my electorate of Nedlands, I have the City of Nedlands, the City of Subiaco, a little bit of the City of Perth and 
a little bit of the Town of Cambridge. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: It is the southern section of the Town of Cambridge. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It is the Crawley section, yes. I have the south-east corner of the Town of Cambridge. At 
the moment, three of those four councils are under inquiry. There is one for Subiaco and the City of Perth and the 
inquiry into the Town of Cambridge has been going for some time. The member for Churchlands will talk in more 
detail on the Town of Cambridge. 

The department has an ability to provide advice, do inquiries and police the regulations. Some people also argue 
that when inquiries are initiated through the department, they may not be independent. Some people have said, 
“If you’re going to do an inquiry, we don’t believe it’s independent.” That is a criticism of the councils being 
reviewed. I asked a question and I thank the minister for answering. I asked of the 12 inquiries that have been done, 
how many were done by staff within the council and how many were outsourced? I thought that with that many 
reviews, quite a few would have been outsourced, but it was only one. I got the cost of that review. In answer to 
my question on notice 6115, the minister said, I quote — 

(3) A Forensic Audit was conducted in 2017 as part of an Authorised Inquiry into the Shire of Wiluna. 
The cost of that audit was $25,693.07. 

Having read the report, I think that cost is reasonable. All the other inquiries were done by the nine staff. We cannot 
get a cost on them because it comes under the consolidated revenue amount. 

I have mentioned WALGA. What is its role? Last time I saw a member of WALGA, I asked how many staff it 
had. From memory, it was quite surprising—I may be wrong, but I think it was up near 700 staff. I just about fell 
over because I did a bit of work for the precursor to WALGA when I was unemployed for a bit in 2001. I got a little 
job and there was nowhere near that number of staff. It has certainly grown. If it is true, WALGA has more staff 
than the department and way more staff than the local government sector’s 42 staff. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: That doesn’t sound right. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It does not sound right, does it? Maybe it is 70 staff, not 700! 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes. 

Mr R.S. Love interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: No, WALGA. It has taken on a lot of jobs, so I do not know. It raises an issue. I am pretty 
sure the local government department has fewer staff than WALGA. If that is the case, it means it is geared up to 
provide better advice to councils than the department. 

Before I get to some of the reviews, I will make a couple of points. There are always complaints about the cost of 
councils, including how much they cost to run, why the rates are going up and the quality of services they provide. 
Those issues are ongoing. Councillors and mayors have to get across these issues, with good advice provided by the 
administration of each particular council. There is no real mechanism to deal with rate increases, except for people 
getting upset. A council may have a legitimate reason for increasing rates, such as fixing all the roads, so it increases 
the rates by 10 per cent. I do not believe the Local Government Act has a regulation that stipulates any constraint. 
I would be interested if the minister could give some insight into whether there is any mechanism to deal with severe 
rate increases. Might the minister be able to initiate an inquiry? Obviously, if rate increases are not appreciated by 
ratepayers, all the councillors may get voted out at the next election. That could be the mechanism; we have that 
mechanism in state Parliament. If we make a bad decision, we can get voted out.  
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Just to shoot the breeze on some random points, another important thing is the conundrum of the quality of councillors. 
On the one hand, it is great to have councillors who are knowledgeable on everything and make great decisions; 
on the other hand, we want a council that actually represents the community. We have a bit of a conundrum. We have 
the same issue in Parliament. We like to think that we in Parliament represent the community of Western Australia, 
but, as it turns out, we do not. That is the way it is. Not many people want to become a member of Parliament. It 
requires different skills to be a member of Parliament. When I first came to this place, John Bowler, the former 
member for Kalgoorlie, did a bit of a survey of the previous occupations of members of Parliament. I think he had 
an interest in journalism. There were quite a few journalists, but I think he found that lawyers, trade unionists and 
teachers made up the main occupation categories. The nature of the job seems to pick the professions of the people 
who come in here, or the majority of them. In councils, it is probably not as severe. But, as I said, we want councillors 
who have knowledge. I know that phase 1 of the review of the act includes getting councillors up to speed on the 
provisions of the act, but a councillor may not have the skills to do some of those tasks. They might have a disability 
that means that they cannot get up to speed on some areas as much as some other people, but we want those people 
to be on council. It is a bit of a conundrum. 

I refer to another issue that we have running at the moment. We are all receiving letters from constituents who have 
suddenly done inquiries off their own bat, found out from their next door neighbour or have an interest in rates and 
have been following with interest the gross rental values over some years. I have a letter in front of me. I will not 
disclose the name of the writer; I have made sure that I will not because I have cut their name off the bottom. This 
person has been following the valuation reviews and knows that their GRV value is going to go down. They have an 
expectation that because their gross rental value is going down, their rates will also go down. They were sitting at 
home waiting for this. They have since written emails to probably a number of members of Parliament. This person 
is from the City of Wanneroo. It is a big city, so we will not disclose who the person is. This person wrote — 

Given the Mayor’s promise of a 0% increase, on the 7th of April 2020, I was shocked to find out that 
the City of Wanneroo are proposing NOT to support us, and are in fact proposing a 16% increase to the 
20/21 Differential Rates to 7.6953 cents in the $, during such a trying time with many households 
struggling to cope financially. 

That is a specific issue; they have looked at the rate. I understand that most councils are going to endeavour to 
collect the same amount of rates that they collected the previous year. The problem with that is that some people 
will win and some people will lose. Generally, if more people’s rates go down, it might be that there are lots of small 
winners, but there might be a few big losers. Even if there are only a few, that may equate to a lot of ratepayers, if 
members understand what I mean. If it is 15 per cent of ratepayers, that is a lot of people. That is a dilemma, but 
I think the minister, in his response, will say that it is a dilemma that the councils can deal with. There are mechanisms 
that I can think of and they can think of, too. It may not be as easy as maintaining the previous year’s GRVs, but 
we discussed that in the debate on the COVID-19 powers, so we are right across that. But it is an issue. I think 
there was a newspaper article written by Paul Murray that explained the issues and that people will not understand 
that, and we are already getting letters on that. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: For some people, it is a difficult concept to understand because it talks about rates in dollars — 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Correct. One has to multiply it by two different things, so even though it is only the 
multiplication of two figures, it is still complicated. If someone focuses on either one, they cannot work it all out. 
Anyway, that is an issue that is going to be thrown back on the minister, and I am sure that he will enjoy it. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: In fact, the Minister for Lands, of course, has the procedure. We had a debate in the house, as 
you have already said, and there was a push. There was certainly hope that there could be a deferral of the assessment, 
and I think there was furious agreement from the Minister for Lands and the member for Bateman. If you go back 
to Hansard and look at what was said, that was not an appropriate measure or way to go. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes. I was in the house when that debate occurred. The minister has extraordinary powers 
at the moment. I asked the minister the question, and he said that, yes, he did have this power. The question was 
whether the minister, with these extraordinary powers, could actually make a ruling to override that, and I think 
the advice at the time during the consideration in detail stage was that the answer was yes. But the minister may 
want to check Hansard on that. 

I have been asked to speak for the full time, minister, so I am going to just go through some very — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: You’re doing very well. I’m feeling very uncomfortable. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Wait until we get to some of these inquiries! I will be nice to the minister. I will start with 
the Shire of Perenjori. There was a report on an inquiry into the Shire of Perenjori, which has only 294 electors 
and nine elected members. The inquiry started in January 2018 and finished one year and seven months later. That 
is quite a long time. The inquiry examined potential breaches of the act, and operations and practices relating to 
tendering, procurement and financial management. When I read the reports on a lot of these inquiries, especially 
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with the smaller councils, I notice that a lot of them come unstuck in either not keeping appropriate records or, indeed, 
some horror stories in tendering, procurement and financial management. I think Perenjori is one such case. We 
have to be mindful that Perenjori is a small council, so we have to give it some leeway for that. Nevertheless, these 
are the findings. In record keeping, the CEO breached section 78(1) of the State Records Act by not ensuring that 
government records were kept in accordance with the shire’s record keeping plan. In the disclosure of interests, 
six councillors may have breached section 5.65 of the Local Government Act by not disclosing proximity interests, 
and there were nine instances of the council breaching regulation 11(f) by not ensuring that the minutes of meetings 
included the information for specific agenda items. How can someone make a decision if they do not have the 
specific information? The findings related specifically to a building contract for a business incubator for toilets. 
I will turn to this page because it is just mind-boggling. I will read this out. It caught my attention because of the 
numbers and how they changed. This was not a specific finding, but on 8 October 2014, the CEO—I will not 
mention the name—requested a quote from GBSC for the construction of business incubator toilets, and a quote 
was received for the amount of $60 202.15. The contract was awarded to that particular company shortly thereafter, 
but $2 000 was added, so the figure came to $62 202.15. The inquiry had no idea why there was a $2 000 difference. 
One can only speculate. Finally, when the job was finished, an invoice for $66 222.37 was sent. The sixes and 
twos seem to be floating around all over the place. There was no reason for the increase in price. Three quotes 
were not obtained. The finding in this report was fairly negative towards the CEO. During the inquiry, I believe 
that the CEO resigned. This is a good example of what can occur, except for the time it took. I will not go into any 
more detail, but that was the highlight. The problem is that people do not have any faith in a council if there is 
a suggestion of favouritism or fraud in the procurement process and management of the contract; they wonder 
where the money has gone. It is terrible. How can we stop this? It will come up in some of the other inquiries that 
I will refer to. 

The Auditor General carries out audits of councils, but I think they are done on a sampling basis. I think the budget 
might be constrained. The Auditor General will randomly pick councils and do external audits of councils. The 
minister might be able to fill me in on that. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: They are the key supporters of financial audits of councils. That is through the legislation 
that we passed. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Do they use external auditors? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: There is a pool of auditors that they use. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Does every single council get audited by the Auditor General every year? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: By a certain period, all councils will have been audited. I think she has almost finished. At 
my last meeting with her, I think 120 of the 138 had been done. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Over what period has that been?  

Mr D.A. Templeman: Since the legislation was passed. The legislation was passed in 2018, so over the last two years. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Most of them will be covered in a fairly short space of time. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: The Auditor General is also responsible for performance audits. She will pick specific 
areas. Those tend to be more on a separate basis. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: They are probably the ones I am thinking of. Those audits would be similar to these 
inquiries. Having done them myself when I worked for the Auditor General—they were called value-for-money 
audits in my day—we would set the brief. If it was to look at procurement, for instance, or recordkeeping, we 
could pick and choose half a dozen councils and look at procurement in those half a dozen councils. I think that is 
a good thing. Just from the ones that I have read, we could almost guess in which areas we would get some good 
runs on the board. All procurement processes could be improved. I could go into any government department 
and make a recommendation to improve a procurement process, let alone going to Wiluna.  

Then we have to say, “Hang on; what’s reasonable? What can we put in place to deal with corruption?” That is 
one of the things that I cannot believe when I read these reports. If there is a policy in place to get three quotes, 
they ring up two people. If it is a bit more, they should get three in writing. They do not do that. Some of the 
figures are astronomical. They are so incompetent. That is Perenjori. Apart from the fact that it took one year and 
seven months, if I was the private sector consultant doing the value-for-money inquiry, and it took me one year 
and seven months, I would be expecting a lot of money. I assume that with all these inquiries, the poor old inquirers, 
the department people, were probably running them all at the same time. If that is the case, it is very hard for people 
to keep their mind on different inquiries from different councils. I recommend that when doing an inquiry, the team 
of people, or one or two people, work on it full-time until they have a final draft. Then it might take a little while 
to come out. We hope that the first draft will be completed fairly quickly. 
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Mr D.A. Templeman: I understand the issue around timeliness. Ideally, we would want an inquiry to be as swift, 
as effective and as fair as possible. The challenges are all different because they are inquiring into a range of 
matters that may require some more time than an individual inquiry. You can’t necessarily compare with an inquiry 
that should take four months. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I agree with that. When I was in the private sector and I wanted to find out about a future 
LandCorp project, I would go on the website. It had a bigger budget of course. When I rang up, there was someone 
there and I could get an answer straightaway about a project that would not happen for five years. Inquiries are 
being undertaken already. If one person can be dedicated to that inquiry, that is their job. Some managers might 
be overseeing it, but that one person could be involved in three inquiries relating to Subiaco, Cambridge and the 
City of Perth—it would not be the City of Perth. I know that people who went to Subiaco and Cambridge are 
involved; they are the same people. Those people are involved. Whether they are all personally involved in writing 
each report and to what level, I do not know. It is just a suggestion. 

I will quickly deal with the Shire of Carnarvon. That particular project was a basket case. The Shire of Carnarvon 
has 3 163 electors. Again, the inquiry related to a seawall. It went for one year and 10 months. That is a long time for 
an inquiry. This was just on the seawall. It was a disaster as well. Being knowledgeable about retaining walls, I was 
flabbergasted when I read the report last year. I re-read it. The fact that the main structural element of a $19 million 
project could be changed—the retaining wall steel was changed to a thinner wall and also the mechanism of the 
tieback was changed—is beyond belief. That is another inquiry that came up in Parliament. The report states that 
royalties for regions paid $19 million towards that project. The state government invested money; royalties for 
regions money went into this project. In my view, when the engineering design was changed to what I would say 
was a lower quality retaining wall, an engineer did not check it. It is in the report. That is diabolical. The report states 
that the moment capacity—people might not know what a moment is—of the new retaining wall is half that of the 
one that was designed. It had half the strength. A $19 million project was designed with half the strength because 
the right procedures were not put in place and there was no supervising engineer.  

Mr D.A. Templeman: You might note that the history of that goes back to 2012, if you look at the history of the 
issues that were being raised. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Is that right? The design came from that. A good design was done by an engineering firm, 
Coffey, but somehow it got changed without the firm knowing. The steel was ordered by the director of infrastructure 
services at Carnarvon and it was some millions of dollars. 

There is another one that I want to run through quickly. The member for Riverton might mention this. The City of 
Melville is a big council, with 70 000 ratepayers. The minister and I have probably received lots of emails from 
the same people. I certainly did when I became the shadow Minister for Local Government. The report mentions how 
many people sent in information on this. This inquiry lasted for one year and seven months. I think there should 
be a target of completing an inquiry within at least 12 months. Some people might say that that is being generous. 
This inquiry went for one year and seven months. I know it is a big council, but when I go through the issues, it makes 
me wonder why the inquiry was done. The inquiry looked at the management of public question time, because 
people were worried that they were not getting their questions at question time; getting access to information; the 
complaints-handling process, because it is a big council; land acquisition; and the relationship between the council 
and the administration. A particular property was demolished, and that went down into minute issues. The findings 
generally were not bad. Everyone got upset that the findings were not bad. In fairness, the report was quite 
complimentary about the relationship with administration. The inquiry found that a good relationship existed, with 
a clear division between the two and each was aware of their separate roles. That is not a bad finding. I wish all 
councils had that. I know some that do not at the moment. 

I made the point that there were some good recommendations to improve the complaints-management process, 
including staff training and a government review by an independent body. Within six months of this inquiry 
concluding, which would have been in December last year, the CEO was to provide to the minister a report on the 
implementation of the inquiry, so the minister might like to give an update on that report. The member for Riverton 
might have better insight than I do; I have only the insight from reading the City of Melville report and I was 
quite surprised by the recommendations. Maybe something was missed that I did not see. The inquiry looked at 
three properties. In one case, a purchase was made but there was no approval. That was a mistake by an officer, 
and that is explained in the report. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: So I have read it right. Having read this report and all the other reports, I wonder why this 
inquiry was done. The comment was made that there were a number of inquiries by a small number of people. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I do not know. It is very simple, member; it is because it says “Melville” on the report! 
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I want to touch briefly on two other inquiries, because both councils are in my electorate. I know that the member 
for Churchlands will elaborate further on the Town of Cambridge inquiry. I am really looking forward to the City of 
Perth report. When the City of Perth report comes down, I hope it does not read like the City of Melville report. 
I do not believe it will. I have met with people, as members who are shadow ministers do, but it was some time ago. 
I thought that the report would have been out by now for the betterment of Western Australia. The City of Perth is 
the ultimate council in Western Australia. It sets the flavour and, indeed, helps to set a culture for the state. It has 
in the past and I think it is trying to at the moment, but it needs a Lord Mayor and some councillors as soon as possible. 
This inquiry has been going on for more than two years. As the minister knows, people are looking at running for 
Lord Mayor; they are lining up. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I thought you were going to! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I have been lobbied—not! The CEO has been appointed. I happen to know the new CEO; 
she has not started yet, but she has done a good job at Rottnest Island. I have known her for a long time. There is 
a question about that as well. If the new Lord Mayor and councillors come in at the next election, which I hope will 
be held this year, they will not have the option of appointing their CEO. There has been quite a lot of criticism about 
that. Although I know that the new CEO is a good operator, the mayor and the councillors will not have a choice. 
Whether that is good or bad, that will be what the councillors will have. That call was made by the commissioners. 
I wonder whether the government had any involvement in appointing the CEO. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: No, we can’t. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: No, it cannot. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: We didn’t have a role in the appointment of the CEO of Perenjori; that was made by the 
commissioner, Hon Paul Omodei, just as we did not have a role in the appointment in Port Hedland. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I also know the current acting CEO. I do not know—I have not spoken to him—but perhaps 
he could have carried on just a little bit longer. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Mr Jorgensen? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, but I do not know that. It has been of great concern to the state and there have been 
a number of articles in the paper. The minister has probably received lots of letters as well. The people who are 
thinking of running for Lord Major—we want a good Lord Mayor—are significant people and they have lives and 
they need to have some certainty. Is the report not due on 30 June? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Yes. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: One hopes that there is no further extension and that the minister moves very quickly to 
deal with it and make sure that there are elections for the City of Perth. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: There will be elections. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Will there be elections for the City of Perth? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: In October? Yes. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Good; we have that on the record. There will be elections for the City of Perth. A number 
of people will be very pleased with that. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: The date has been set. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: For the City of Perth? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Yes. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Good. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: In October. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Okay, but is that regardless of whether the inquiry is finished? 
Mr D.A. Templeman: The report will be finished before then. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Good; it is on the record. 
The member for Churchlands will talk about the Town of Cambridge. I have had a number of meetings with 
various councillors and ratepayers in the Town of Cambridge, and I wonder whether the minister has as well. They 
are puzzled and perplexed that an inquiry has been going on for some two years and, all of a sudden, there is 
a show-cause notice. The minister might like to explain how that works. The length of inquiries is a bit of a theme 
that I am running through. This has been one of the longer ones and it has not finished. It has been going on for 
more than two years and it is still going. Just when we thought it was all over, a show-cause notice has been given. 
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Who would be a councillor in a council that has had an inquiry hanging over their head for two years or more? Some 
people are different. Some professional people might take that personally: “Aren’t you a councillor in Cambridge? 
Aren’t they doing an inquiry?” If the only report they ever read was about the inquiry into Perenjori or Wiluna, 
they might say, “You’re a councillor at a council that has one of these inquiries. What have you done wrong?” 
My constant theme has been to get these things started and finished as quickly as possible. I see some nodding heads. 
The member for Churchlands is not happy that there are nodding heads because he wants to get up and speak. The 
minister might like to explain, but I am sure the member for Churchlands will put more detailed questions to him 
about the Town of Cambridge. 
I now turn to the show-cause notice. I recently went to a hockey game at Perry Lakes, which is in my electorate but 
adjoins the member for Churchlands’ electorate, and saw a not very complimentary sign about the current minister. 
A group of people in the Town of Cambridge are not happy. The sign does not mention the minister by name—
Templeman—but it certainly mentions the word “minister”. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: I have seen them. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: The minister probably went to the same hockey ground. 
Mr D.R. Michael: Was it on the astroturf? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: No. I am not that good! 
I will close by referring to the City of Subiaco. A notice appeared out of the blue on the City of Subiaco’s website 
on Wednesday, 13 May. It states — 

Authorised Inquiry 
… 
The City has been notified by the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries of an 
Authorised Inquiry into the operations and affairs of the City of Subiaco. 

The department is specifically looking at — 
• the employment and management of staff 
• inappropriate workplace behaviour and the systems for dealing with said behaviour 
• systems for the reporting of misconduct to the appropriate authorities 
• the adequacy of and adherence to Council’s policies and procedures by both elected members and 

administration staff — 
That comes up with the Town of Cambridge as well — 

• declarations of interests by elected members and administration staff 
• the workplace culture at the City. 

It will be pretty hard to measure workplace culture at the city. It is easy for people to talk about culture and not 
fitting in. That is a hard thing to measure. It will be a fairly broad inquiry. I know that the city will cooperate fully 
with the inquiry and I will not make any further statement on it. I know that the minister will not have any role in 
that, but it is yet another job for those nine individuals, those nine poor souls, whose job it is to do those inquiries. 
It is okay when there are not many inquiries, but when there are 12 inquiries, we should ensure that those people 
are not overworked; and, if they are, perhaps more staff should be appointed. 
In conclusion, until now we have not had an opportunity to raise local government issues in this forum. I know 
that when the minister saw the motion yesterday, he was very excited and was looking forward to coming in here 
today, on a Wednesday when the opposition enjoys private member’s business. Today has been the Minister for 
Local Government’s day. On that note, I will sit down. 

MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands) [5.03 pm]: It gives me no pleasure to say that we on this side of the 
house are very disappointed with the Minister for Local Government’s lack of leadership and his handling of the 
local government portfolio. I can find no worse example of his mishandling of the local government portfolio than 
in the Town of Cambridge. He has been incredibly heavy-handed in embarking on a course of action to suspend the 
mayor and councillors of the Town of Cambridge. He has not properly considered all the facts and has not afforded 
procedural fairness to the Town of Cambridge. He has not identified an opportunity to improve his department and 
to get across his brief with regard to what is going on in the Town of Cambridge. It is clear that the minister has 
not read what he has received from the Town of Cambridge, so I will give him an overview. 
In October 2015, Mayor Keri Shannon was elected off the back of concerns and public backlash over the previous 
council’s mishandling of proposed changes to local planning. Mayor Shannon then set about making the Town of 
Cambridge more open and transparent, particularly in management and decision-making, and council administration 
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and procedures. She had a really tough time doing that. It was not until October 2017, when a number of councillors 
changed at the council election, that she had the numbers to conduct her own independent inquiry, or investigation, 
into the Town of Cambridge. The mayor and councillors brought in lawyers from outside and set about conducting 
an independent inquiry to investigate their own council. That occurred in February 2018. 
In April 2018, the state Labor government, under the minister’s leadership of the Department of Local Government, 
Sport and Cultural Industries, authorised an inquiry into the Town of Cambridge. That inquiry has been ongoing for 
two years and two months and occurred at the same time as the minister’s decision to try to suspend that council. I remind 
the minister that, on 16 April, the Town of Cambridge made a complaint to the Ombudsman about the minister’s 
handling of that authorised inquiry. Lo and behold, on 26 May, the minister issued a show-cause notice. That appears to 
me to have been a reactive and aggressive handling of this council, and it was unnecessary and unsatisfactory. The 
minister did all this while the authorised inquiry was ongoing and against a mayor and council who were elected 
unopposed at the last election in 2019. I ask whether the minister can find another council in which the mayor and all 
councillors were elected unopposed by their local constituency. I think the minister would be hard-pressed to find one. 
The minister now has had a Supreme Court injunction put on his attempts to suspend the Town of Cambridge. 
The ratepayers want the minister to support the mayor and council’s attempt to improve the governance and 
transparency of their council. The ratepayers have been very happy with the efforts of the council in this regard. The 
ratepayers have been very happy that their council has frozen rates for the last four years during tough economic 
times. The ratepayers appreciate the fact that underground power has progressed extremely well under the leadership 
of the council. Innovative efforts to redirect water at Perry Lakes is underway. Efforts to help rejuvenate local 
sporting clubs and groups and facilities has been ongoing. There have been many improvements to local amenities 
and the council has been working hard to properly plan for the complex task of urban infill, whilst remaining on 
track to achieve all state government targets. Given all this success, I would have thought that the minister would 
have leaned in and supported the Town of Cambridge and its councillors and mayor. But no, he has not. 
Let us look at the detail of what the minister did. I refer the minister to the February 2018 independent review the 
Town of Cambridge initiated to identify problems it needed to fix. The council employed a group of lawyers, Hall and 
Wilcox, to carry out the internal inquiry. This is what it found. It found a failure to comply with the town planning 
scheme, such that at least 800 houses were built contrary to the scheme; a failure to have a number of delegations in 
place, including under the Dog Act and the Bushfires Act; and a failure to have statutory delegations in place, including 
a delegation to allow payment from the municipal fund under the Local Government (Financial Management) 
Regulations 1996. This had never been in place and was one significant finding of the Office of the Auditor General 
that resulted in the Town of Cambridge receiving a qualified audit for the period ending June 2018. In 2018, it was 
found that the town had retained 1 600 bonds, totalling $2.1 million, and also earned interest on 5 000 bond moneys 
deposited on trust. This had been the subject of a previous internal audit report of bonds and deposits in 2009, 
which noted a breach of section 6.9(3) of the Local Government Act. With all that occurring, the senior staff at the 
time ignored the audit report and did not implement the recommendation to repay the bonds and interest to ratepayers. 
That is what the town’s own internal inquiry found out about its own administration. 
The Town of Cambridge then asked the acting CEO to look into its own governance failures. This was done not 
by the minister or the department, but by the council itself. It found a failure to enforce the scheme requirements, 
resulting in hundreds of homes being approved invalidly with incorrect setbacks. It found application of invalid 
policy in issuing said approvals in direct conflict with the scheme requirements. It found that staff exceeded delegated 
authority so that approvals were invalid. The council found a failure to maintain a proper and current register of 
delegations as required under the legislation. It found a failure to conduct an annual review of delegations in 2017 as 
required under legislation, a failure to have appropriate financial delegations in place for procurement to require that 
employees with financial delegations submit annual returns in accordance with the Local Government Act and it 
found a lack of suitable delegations under all relevant acts and/or incorrect application of delegations. It found that 
officers were taking action using delegated powers that they did not have. It found multiple breaches of section 5.38 
of the Local Government Act as the Town of Cambridge had not carried out the required employee annual 
performance reviews for its relevant employees. For example, the director of infrastructure had three reviews in 
20 years; the director of community had three reviews in 18 years; the director of corporate strategy had two reviews 
in 11 years; and the director of projects had three reviews in seven years. The council also found breaches of 
section 3.16 of the Local Government Act for failure to review local laws—that being the Town of Cambridge 
standing orders and by-law 43. It also found failure to comply with section 45 of the Heritage of Western Australia 
Act 1990 by failing to update the municipal heritage inventory every four years, with no review having occurred 
in 21 years since adoption in 1997. The council found a failure to review local planning policies to ensure consistency 
with legislative changes, a failure to conduct a full town planning scheme review for 20 years, and a failure to 
consolidate the scheme and amend the delegations following gazettal of town planning regulations in October 2015. 

The town advised the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries that the acting CEO was now 
progressing with a range of governance improvements. That would have been given to the minister because he 
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oversees that department. The town has conducted an inquiry into itself and has found all these failings, which, may 
I add, is why the mayor was voted in in the first place—to tidy things up. The town then reported to the minister that 
it had conducted a range of governance improvements, including updating the local laws, undertaking performance 
appraisals of all employees, undertaking an independent audit of the delegations and reissuing new delegations and 
authorisations, where appropriate, and annual returns for those employees with financial delegations as part of 
a procurement function, and that it is progressing with a review of the heritage inventory and the local planning 
scheme. One would think with all of that going on that the minister would phone the mayor and council and say, 
“Thank you for doing my job. Thank you for actually looking into the governance of your town and for identifying 
all these problems and doing something about it. Thank you.” Was there a thankyou, minister? He knows that there 
was not. He knows that he ignored them. In fact, I think that the minister received information from someone—who 
knows who from?—who was unhappy that this council was looking into itself to improve, and the minister decided 
to do something different. Instead of congratulating the council, he chose to condemn it by conducting this authorised 
review. The minister not only set about conducting this authorised review, but he did it in such a manner that the 
process is proving to be unfair and demonstrating a lack of procedural fairness. Let us remember, minister, that the 
mayor and council identified—from what I can see—over 20 areas of concern or failure in its own council that they 
set about to fix. Instead of supporting the Town of Cambridge, the minister has started this authorised inquiry. 

Let us look at the conduct of this inquiry, which has been going for two years and, tomorrow, two months, and is 
ongoing. Let us look at some of the specifics. Firstly, there is a lack of specifics in what the minister is inquiring into. 
The case that the minister put to the council for this authorised inquiry lacks procedural fairness; it has procedural 
force. For example, on 18 April, the minister had the deputy director general approve the authorised inquiry into 
the Town of Cambridge, but the notice of inquiry did not provide specific reasons for the inquiry or outline what 
complaint, if any, was the basis of the inquiry. It did not offer specific concerns or allegations to be investigated. 
Some time down the track, almost two years later, the director general of the department—again, the minister 
would have or should have been well across this—advised that an additional five officers from the department had 
been authorised to take action to inquire into and report on the Town of Cambridge. It then became confusing for 
the town. It was told that five new officers were working on the matter, so the town asked whether it was a separate 
inquiry or whether five more people were inquiring into the existing inquiry. The town did not get a response, so 
it wrote to the minister or his department asking for a response and never got one. Procedurally, it is unclear whether 
there are two authorised inquiries afoot, whether the authorised inquiry of 18 April 2018 has been withdrawn and 
a new inquiry called on 3 December 2019 or whether new authorised officers have been appointed to the original 
inquiry. As I said, no clarification has been provided to the town by the minister’s department. 

The lack of specific concern in either notice of inquiry is contrary to procedural fairness, which requires that the 
minister advise of the case to be met and any negative or prejudicial information related to a person that is to be used. 
It does not state “has been used” but, rather, “is to be used” in the decision-making process. To this day, the council 
does not know why it is being inquired into; it has been asking ever since the inquiry was called. The inquiry is 
very open-ended and broad. The council has conducted its own internal investigation and found all those failures 
that it is trying to fix. The minister could have leant in and said, “We’re not going to do an authorised inquiry into 
you. Why don’t you give us what you found and then we’ll help you fix that up?” The minister could have then 
sent in people to help the town to fix things, and while that was being done, those people could have fed back 
information to the minister and said, “We have uncovered all this as well that needs to be fixed, so let’s help this 
mayor and the Town of Cambridge and support the ratepayers who elected them unopposed to make sure that their 
council operates effectively.” That is what the council wants to do. Unfortunately, the minister did not do that and 
we are very keen to find out why. 

Another concern is prejudgement and bias. The handling of this inquiry with regard to prejudgement and bias is 
interesting. I am advised that the council is very concerned about the lack of specifics on the case to be met; the 
procedural flaws, prejudgement and bias; the unequal hearing; the selective use of the hearing rule; procedural 
fairness in relation to the town’s own 2018 local government review; the damaging effects of the nature and length 
of the authorised inquiry; the conduct of inquiry officers; and a failure of the inquiry to comply with the department’s 
published customer service standards. Those are the council’s concerns, and the minister knows that because it has 
communicated those concerns to him, yet the council is not getting any support. The minister has threatened to 
suspend the council. It is quite simply unsatisfactory. 

If we look just at prejudgement and bias, the inquiry officers have displayed an attitude of prejudgement and, at 
times, disdain for council members, resulting in the conclusion of bias against current elected members. This is 
the information that I have heard about; people are genuinely concerned. This was raised in writing with the person 
or people responsible for the inquiry officers, but on a number of instances the letters sent to the minister’s 
department were ignored or not responded to. On the notion of unequal hearing, I have been advised that 
complaints against the council have been publicly cited. Apparently these complainants have regular contact with 
inquiry officers and allegedly their intent is to have the council sacked. Why would the minister listen to only the 
complainants? Why would the minister not offer some procedural fairness to the town and say, “These are the 
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complaints that we’re hearing about; what is your answer to that?” This is particularly concerning when I hear that 
some of these complainants are former councillors who were defeated in the previous local government election 
by the incumbent elected members. It appears that they are concerned that some of these councillors who were not 
elected have a direct line to the inquiry team that no elected member of the council currently has. I am hearing that 
information out there. That should be of concern to the minister. Surely if the minister is getting complaints from 
some former councillors, he would want to balance the ledger and hear from the existing councillors as well. 
Concerns have been raised about an unequal hearing, and perceived bias. Those concerns have been raised with 
the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries, under this minister’s watch. However, I am 
advised that no response has been received from the department to that correspondence. Again, all is quiet on the 
minister’s front. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The elected members asked for interviews with the inquiry officers. They were eventually 
advised, after they had received no response to multiple requests, that an authorised officer would respond when 
an assessment had been made about whether an interview of some councillors would be necessary. They have 
heard about all those complaints that have been made. They have put up their hand and said they would like to be 
interviewed, but they have been denied procedural fairness in that regard. Minister, why would an inquiry officer 
not want to take evidence from a councillor? Is the minister able to respond to that? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Yes, I will. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: These councillors have received no response to date about that matter. 

Another concern is the selective use of the hearing rule. The minister knows that without equality of hearing, an 
inquiry will be one-sided and incomplete. To ignore, refuse or dismiss evidence is to flout every norm of legal and 
quasi-legal processes and procedures. I urge the minister to grip up his department and make sure that it follows 
procedural fairness. I am hearing, and I am advised, that inquiry officers did not respond to letters and emails and 
actively rebuffed information and evidence about the Town of Cambridge’s own governance review into statutory 
compliance. Why on earth would the minister’s department not listen to an independently acquired group of 
professionals who are inquiring into that council? Why would it ignore that? It does not make sense. It is a waste 
of taxpayer money, and it is certainly a waste of ratepayer money, if the department is not willing to look at an 
inquiry that has already been conducted by the town. The minister’s own inquiry members did not give equal weight 
and time to the complainants and to the people subject to those complaints. The minister’s inquiry officers also did 
not provide written advice of the nature of the complaints made by the complainants about specific current councillors 
and staff. This is contrary to the requirement that any negative information the inquiry officer has about a person 
must be disclosed to that person and to those subject to the complaints. These allegations have not been made in 
writing by the inquiry officers. That is all happening while the mayor and the council are sitting there and saying, 
“We’re trying to fix things up, but you’re making it pretty hard for us.” 

I turn now to procedural fairness in relation to the Town of Cambridge’s own 2018 governance review, which 
I went through earlier. It is a matter of significance that the people who are making complaints are the very people 
who were associated with obstructing or hindering the town’s own pre-departmental inquiry governance review. 
Surely if the minister finds out or is advised, or even if a rumour lands on the minister’s desk, that the complainants 
are the very same people whom the inquirers are looking into, and the minister takes their side without listening 
to the other side, that is either incompetence or laziness. It is one of the two. That is simply not acceptable. The 
town’s governance review resulted in the identification of serious statutory breaches. As I mentioned earlier, we 
know that over 800 properties have exposed the council to legal liability and risk. That was the council’s own findings. 
The department’s dismissive approach to the town’s own 2018 governance review and findings and to its actions to 
address illegitimate procedures and policies across 48 areas to date is very unsettling. The irony is that the minister 
is conducting an inquiry against the very council that itself identified and initiated actions to address serious 
governance issues, and which consulted with the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries at 
every step of the way prior to the minister and his department deciding to set about conducting an authorised inquiry 
into that town. That approach that the minister has taken has not been lost on the ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge. 
Offers to provide information and documents on the many governance issues addressed by the 2018 council governance 
review, as identified by Hall and Wilcox, which was appointed to do that, were similarly rebuffed by the minister’s 
department. That simply does not make sense. 

The lack of attention to detail that the minister has taken on this matter is very disappointing. Had the minister 
read all the information that the Town of Cambridge had provided to him through his department, that would have 
shown the minister what the town was doing to rectify the mess it had uncovered. Let us not forget that. This was 
done by a mayor who was elected in 2015, and was followed up by councillors who were elected in 2017, to conduct 
an own investigation into their council in early 2018. Instead of the minister supporting the council in that process, 
the minister set about to bully the council with an authorised inquiry. The conduct of that authorised inquiry was 
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done in such a manner that it was unfair to the people who were trying to fix that town. Instead, the minister could 
have allocated resources and provided support. The minister could have even visited the town and said, “Let’s have 
a look at what you’re doing, Town of Cambridge, because you might actually be an exemplar in how we should 
expect elected officials to look at their own town and fix up the administration.” It could be an exemplar in how to 
support ratepayers and the people in that town so that they will have good and effective governance and their rate 
money will not be wasted, and so that when approvals are made for buildings and projects, they are done properly 
and there are not mistakes or cover-ups or errors of judgement et cetera. 
These councillors needed the minister’s support. The minister’s hard-line approach of threatening to suspend the 
council has been completely unnecessary. I can tell the minister right now that these councillors are not Labor or 
Liberal partisan political operatives. Some call themselves accidental councillors. They are simply good citizens 
in the Town of Cambridge who had listened to a litany of problems and concerns by the community and said, 
“I’ve got a particular skill set. I will put up my hand and run for election to help fix up the Town of Cambridge.” 
That is what the minister is dealing with. He is dealing with men and women lawyers, town planners, councillors 
and professionals, who put up their hands and said, “We’ll give the mayor a hand to clean this up so that the problems 
that she and the council have identified can be rectified.” That is what they set about to do. They were not ambitious 
to become politicians. They were not about supporting the Labor Party or the Liberal Party or any other party. 
They were simply being good citizens, good volunteers, to support their community. I can tell the minister now the 
toll that his efforts have taken on their state of health would not be positive. The minister is not supporting them 
to fix a problem. The minister is adding to the problem in volumes. The minister should be condemning the actions 
of his department on this authorised inquiry. If I am wrong, I will be the first to come into this place and apologise. 
The minister has not stood in this place, or anywhere else, to explain the actions of his authorised inquiry. Instead 
of condemning the volunteers who put up their hands to be on council, the minister should be congratulating them. 
I urge the minister to stop this nonsense. It is nonsense. The minister knows perfectly well the type of people he is 
dealing with here. They are good citizens, trying to do the right thing by their community. These citizens are now 
saying to the minister that he has put on the table a threat to suspend them, which is very heavy-handed, and has 
taken out a Supreme Court injunction on that. This nonsense has to stop. Instead, the minister needs to lean in and 
say to the department, “Enough is enough. Let’s get hold of the town’s own internal inquiry and look at what it 
has done to try to clean up the situation. Let’s look at some of the complaints that we have heard about, and let’s 
hear the other side of the story.” Sure, if any of the councillors or the mayor, or anybody else for that matter, have 
overstepped the mark in any way, that is no reason for the minister to whack them with a threat of suspension. 
That is when the minister should say to the council, “You’re trying to fix the problem. You’re trying to clean up 
the mess that you discovered with your own internal inquiry. I’m going to help you with that. But, by the way, just 
be careful not to do this and instead do it this way.” That would be leadership, because leadership, as the minister 
should know, is about inspiring, motivating and caring for the people the leader is there to lead. I am not seeing 
any inspiration, caring or motivation on the part of the minister to assist the Town of Cambridge in its efforts to 
sort its town out and look after its ratepayers. I ask that the minister stop this show-cause notice and that he roll up 
his sleeves and get in there to try to help the Town of Cambridge. 
DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [5.30 pm]: I would like to talk about the City of Melville. It is a city that has 
increasingly come into my electorate in recent times and that I have had a great deal to do with. It is also the best 
financially managed city in the state by the measurements of the government website. 
Mr D.R. Michael: Is that by investment of contracts for difference in America? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, the city made money off those in the end. 
Nonetheless, right now the data provided by the state government website states that the city has the highest level 
of financial sustainability of all cities—fact—and has had it for four years. It is doing the hard yards of trying to 
diversify its income sources, as the government wants it to do. It is trying to encourage densification. It is trying 
to invest in things such as wave parks. This government has played politics and undermined the good governance 
of that city for political reasons. I will go through them. 
One of the first things the Minister for Local Government did in this government was call an inquiry into the 
City of Melville. There is one thing that the government did not do. I was member for Riverton when it undertook 
a number of inquiries into the City of Canning. Both inquiries followed a certain set process. There was a request 
by the CEO and the mayor at the time to inquire into the City of Canning; it was called by the city. The first thing 
the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries did was ask whether there was a reasonable 
need for the inquiry. It looked at the data from both the then mayor and the CEO to find out whether there was 
justification for any inquiries. That was not done here. There was no reasonable assessment carried on the veracity 
of the complaints made upon which the subsequent inquiry was called. The major reason for the inquiries was that 
there were a large number of complaints; in fact, the City of Melville had been complaining about excessive 
complaints for four years before the inquiry was called. Indeed, I will go into the nature of the complaints. 
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Anybody who has had any dealings with local government knows that one of the greatest impediments to good 
management of local government is people who have a bugbear, complain and gum up the good management of cities 
in that process, and that is what happened here. The government should have helped the city, not hindered it, but 
it did the latter. The Corruption and Crime Commission had previously examined and dismissed these complaints, 
but that was ignored. I might add that the minister has form in politicising this council. I put to members that the sole 
reason for the inquiry was to assist the Labor Party to raise its profile in the City of Melville; it has achieved that aim. 
There is now a new mayor, George Gear, who is a former Labor federal member of Parliament. Russell Aubrey 
lost. Of course, that helped the member for Bicton. That was the aim, that was the objective and that is what was 
achieved, but, again, that undermined the best managed city amongst local governments. 

Let us go through some of this. In 2012, the city was named winner of the IAP2 Australasian Organisation of the Year, 
Community Engagement Core Values Award. The city received the Australian Organisational Excellence Foundation 
Excellence Prize Award in October 2017, the month before the inquiry was called. The award was given by the 
then Governor at the Governor’s house. No-one from the state government attended that award giving. In 2016, 
the city was awarded the Customer Service Institute of Australia Service Excellence Award for best performing 
government body in Australia. Also in 2016, the city was just one of two local governments to have been recognised 
for high-level planning performance by the Property Council of Australia. In other words, the city received awards 
not only for financial performance, but for planning, management and services, and yet, the government called an 
inquiry into it. 

Let me go through a couple of things. The government’s MyCouncil website, which members can look at for themselves, 
has data presented by councils but vetted by the state government, published for all to see. Since 2014–15, Melville 
has rated 98 or 99 out of 100 for financial sustainability, the highest by far of any city. Compare this with the City of 
Mandurah. In 2014–15, Mandurah scored 43 out of 100, in 2015–16 it scored 60, in 2016–17 it scored 58 and last 
financial year it scored 58. Freo, over the border, and that is a strange border, had a sustainability score in 2017–18 
of 44 out of 100. I will go back to Fremantle. If there was a case for an inquiry, it would be into the City of Fremantle, 
not Melville. Why choose Melville? The City of Melville has had one of the lowest increases in rates of all cities 
over the last five or six years. It has over $100 million in cash balances, and that has proved great for the ratepayers 
of the City of Melville now during COVID-19. I will come back to that. Fremantle has maxed out its credit card and 
is going to the state—I am sure the Treasurer is over there—asking for more borrowings. 

Why did the state officially undertake an inquiry into Melville? Luckily, we have a journalist in the state who is 
interested in these types of issues. The minister announced early after coming to government, in June or July 2017, 
that he had received a large number of complaints by various people, some maybe not even residents or ratepayers, 
about the City of Melville and its performance in responding to questions. He then called an inquiry into the city 
in October or November 2017. He basically said it was because of the city’s relationship to its administration, the 
adequacy of its policies, procedures for acquisition of land and any other matters that the investigative team discovers 
to inquire into. In other words, go fish. It took almost two years during difficult times. It undermined and put a shadow 
over the performance of the council. It undermined the ability of the council to perform. It encouraged the continued 
flow of unnecessary complaints and basically undermined the governance of the best managed city in the state. What 
did the inquiry find? It found nothing. That is not true. It found the real source, and that is that a small group of 
people were using their free time, of which obviously there was a lot, to flood the city with questions and inquiries. 
Indeed, in 2014, there were a total of 131 questions in ordinary meetings, special meetings, agendas and of annual 
electors—all the various meetings and committees of the City of Melville. In 2017, there were 737 questions. That 
is an increase of over 500 in the number of queries. In other words, the inquiry found that the reason for the problems 
that the minister identified was that there was a small group of people flooding the city with vexatious queries, and 
then complaining to various bodies that the city was not responding in an appropriate manner. The report states 
that the authorised persons—the investigators—were unaware of any other local government in Western Australia 
that has received a similar volume and complexity of questions from members of the public. In other words, it found 
that this is an unprecedented number of vexatious inquiries. A review of the questions found that most of them were 
asked repeatedly by a small group of people and that they were unreasonable questions. The review by the authorised 
persons found the volume, frequency and complexity of questions submitted to the council by some organisations 
or individuals was extreme and that it would be unreasonable to expect all the questions would be answered within 
the time permitted by the regulations. In other words, it should have been obvious to the minister right from the 
start that a small group of people were trying to undermine the performance of the best managed city in the state. 
Instead of assisting the city, it was subject to a two-year inquiry. The inquiry found nothing, except that the source of 
the problem was what it should have tried to address. The minister has done nothing, nor has the inquiry, to address 
the real issue of vexatious claims that the City of Melville and others face. The problem was identified, very 
expensively and at the cost of undermined good governance in the City of Melville, but it has not been addressed. 
What is the government going to do, not just for the City of Melville but also for other cities where city councillors 
and staff are hit with huge volumes of vexatious claims? It should be of concern to the state government but it asks 
local cities to do all sorts of things that are open to complaints. The City of Melville was asked to significantly densify 
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Canning Bridge. It was asked to diversify its sources of income so it could rely less on rates. The City of Melville 
tried that. Given this action, the lesson for all the cities, particularly if they are Liberal-oriented, is do not do it—
resist—because the government will undermine them in the end. 
I will compare the City of Melville with a city that shares its border—the City of Fremantle. I query why an inquiry 
has not been undertaken into the City of Fremantle, because one is needed. Again, I go to the financial health of 
the city from the MyCouncil website. It states that in 2017–18, the City of Melville had a financial rating of 98 out 
of 100; the City of Fremantle had a financial rating of 44 out of 100. The City of Melville had increased its rates 
on average by about 1.5 per cent per annum less than the City of Fremantle; in other words, it has been more friendly 
to its ratepayers. One reason for that is it has invested well in non-rate-paying income. Also, the City of Melville 
had over $100 million in its cash balance. This was very important when COVID-19 hit because the City of Melville 
came up with the policy of firstly freezing rates for ordinary ratepayers, then giving all ratepayers a $200 coupon—
a discount—on all rates. Rates were frozen to that of the previous year and a $200 coupon was given to help low-income 
households. Dispensation was also given for rent payments to businesses renting properties from the city. It was 
also able to bring forward an increase in expenditure and capital works projects to help job creation during the 
COVID-19 outbreak. In other words, because of its good management, the City of Melville was able to assist the 
state and the state government in its response to COVID-19. We can compare that with the City of Fremantle. It 
announced it would increase rates by 10 per cent during the COVID-19 outbreak. Why? It is because the city is broke. 
In addition to a rate increase of 10 per cent, it announced it would reduce or stop mowing lawns on verges, stop 
the CAT bus system, and implement other expenditure reduction mechanisms because it does not have any money. 
Mr W.R. Marmion interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, I will go through a lot of other motions that are ridiculous.  
The City of Fremantle has put itself in a position of not only responding negatively to COVID-19, but it is also 
inhibiting our collective response to the outbreak. Another issue is that the city ran out of money. It had 
a $20 million borrowing limit from the Western Australian Treasury Corporation, which it maxed out. During the 
COVID-19 outbreak, the state came in with an increase of, I think, $100 million in borrowing capability for all 
local governments. According to the Fremantle Herald, that was driven by desperation from the City of Fremantle, 
which needs to borrow to meet its current deficit. It claims the government’s supposed response to COVID-19 was 
actually an attempt to bail out the City of Fremantle. 
The City of Melville is not just a good financial manager. It is one of the only councils to completely recycle all its 
waste. In Mandurah, 70 per cent of waste goes to landfill. No waste from Melville goes to landfill. That is at a high 
cost. It has a recycling centre, which I have had some troubles with in the past. It is operating pretty well right now. 
It recycles either in the composting plant or otherwise 100 per cent of its waste. Fremantle used to be a member of 
the recycling centre, but I think it has pulled out. It sends about 10 or 15 per cent of its waste to landfill. The City of 
Melville outperforms in finance, waste reduction and support for its community. Fremantle does not do any of that. 
The City of Fremantle spends a lot of time doing things like trying to ban people from parking at Wilson Parking. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The City of Fremantle passed a number of motions of community support for Julian Assange, 
which is not very relevant to the management of the city. It has passed a motion to have zero carbon emissions. 
I do not know what it does with all the electrons coming from the Collie region, but it is interesting. It also claims 
to be nuclear free, although nuclear medicine at least used to be practised at Fremantle Hospital; it might still be. 
When it comes to managing the city for its ratepayers, it is a basket case. In fact, an article in WAtoday calls it 
a “Slow motion train wreck”. Where is the inquiry into the City of Fremantle? It is needed. It is a basket case. It is 
undermining our response to COVID-19. It is undertaking activities that are not acceptable. When I was Treasurer, 
the Mayor of the City of Fremantle, Brad Pettitt, came to demand we assist with the King Street development. They 
wanted us to move the Department of Housing to Fremantle and to otherwise assist them in developing that facility. 
It was going to be a real commercial change agent for the City of Fremantle, which we all know needs it. It is a mess. 
When I first came to Western Australia 40 years ago, Fremantle was a source of vibrancy in the metro area. It is 
not any more. They also said it would change the finances of the City of Fremantle. It was going to earn income 
and thereby take pressure off rate rises. Even before COVID-19, that turned out not to be the case. The City of 
Fremantle had very few applicants for the ground floor restaurant facility, which was a little bit less than 900 square 
metres, and could not get anybody willing to pay money, so it offered the facility rent-free for three years—this is 
before COVID-19—plus a $500 000 fit-out. In other words, instead of helping the finances of the City of Fremantle, 
it undermined them. Unfortunately, perhaps because of COVID-19, that firm walked away, and the city now has 
no tenant for that facility. The state spent a large amount of money facilitating that development. Unfortunately, it 
went to a basket-case city that has seriously mismanaged it, as it has the whole city. Why does the government not 
do an inquiry into that? 
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Let us go back to the principles. The Minister for Local Government came to government in 2017. He had been 
an active member of a group that was trying to facilitate more infiltration of local government by the Labor Party. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: There he is! That conspiracy theorist—there he is! I didn’t realise how powerful I was. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, you are. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: I can’t believe it! 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: There is a very interesting article written by Paul Murray on 27 January. 
Several members interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I bet the government is worried about that one. It is an article from 27 January 2019. I will 
read it for Hansard. It states — 

Labor has made no secret of using local government for self-interested political outreach through its 
Council Connect program, which began in 2014. 
… 
In effect, it was enabling the party politicisation of local government. 

The article states that two councillors met first on 23 October 2014 at a function hosted at Parliament House. That 
was the now Minister for Local Government, David Templeman, who later became an MP. I guess he was the 
Mayor of Mandurah at the time. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: When was this? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, you were in government. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: I’ve been here for a fair while. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, a long time. Anyway, it also included Barry Urban — 
A member: Look at him! 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, and Labor’s now member for Bicton. The whole objective of that Labor connect program 
was to get more active Labor members in the cities. According to Paul Murray, a very respected journalist, Labor 
has never denied that. There is no conspiracy here. 
Mrs L.M. O’Malley: What month was that, member? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The inaugural meeting was on 23 October 2014. I think, from what I have read, the member 
joined the City of Melville in 2015; is that right? 
Mrs L.M. O’Malley: Yes. I never attended that, though. Mr Murray got it wrong. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: If the minister denies what Mr Murray said about Labor’s council connect program and the 
meeting with the objective to get more Labor people into councils, please say so. Otherwise, on the record, I think 
it is pretty accurate. That is what the government set out to do in the City of Melville and that is what it achieved. 
As the Minister for Local Government, the minister has undermined and inhibited the management of one of our 
most important cities for pure political advantage for his own party. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: You’re wrong. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: You have. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: No, you’re wrong. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: You have. The minister undertook an inquiry with no adequate justification except that there 
was a large number of complaints. He did not follow due process. The accepted due process is that before there is 
an inquiry, the minister goes to see if there needs to be one. The minister did not do that. He set the department 
with limited resources to do a fishing expedition to undermine the governance and political support for the then 
mayor and CEO. That was the objective. The minister achieved his objective. George Gear has been elected. He 
supported the member for Bicton’s campaign earlier on. As part of that objective, he stopped the wave park and 
greatly inhibited the future development of Canning Bridge. That has sent a signal to all cities: do not do what 
Melville did. Do not manage finances well; go to Fremantle. Do not take the hard yards in urban development. Do 
not look for other sources of income, because if a city happens to get the Minister for Local Government offside, 
he will undermine that city for political purposes. Sometimes, a minister has to stand above their political objectives 
and manage for the state, and the Minister for Local Government has failed to do that. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: I disagree with you. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The minister can disagree with me, but that is what the minister has done in the City of Melville, 
and it has undermined local government in this state. 
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Mr D.A. Templeman: That’s your opinion. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is my opinion and the evidence is overwhelming. What the minister really should do 
is justify — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: You have every entitlement to your opinion. You’re a very opinionated man. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, I am. What the minister really should do is explain the basis for that inquiry and how he 
is going to fix the real problems that were identified in that inquiry. That did not lie with the then council or the 
management of the city, but the process by which local governments are gummed up and undermined by excessive 
complaints, and it is happening all around local government in this state. It is going to undermine the desire of 
good people to enter into local government and, more importantly, it is going to undermine the ability of local 
governments to undertake the things that this government wants them to do. The minister found clear evidence of 
that in the Melville inquiry and, so far, nothing has come of it. It leads me—and I am an opinionated person—to think 
that the minister achieved his objective to get George Gear elected and undermined the former mayor, Russell Aubrey. 
The City of Melville is no longer supporting the Roe Highway; that was another objective. But in this process, the 
minister has done great damage to the management of local government in this state. 

I also ask the minister, given his actions with so many inquiries, why he has not undertaken an inquiry into the 
mismanagement of the City of Fremantle. The evidence is there for all to see. It is justifiable and, good God, 
they need it. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Thank you, member for Moore, sorry. 

MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Nationals WA) [5.57 pm]: There is nothing sorry about 
Moore, Acting Speaker; it is a wonderful place. 

I would like to make a brief contribution to the motion put forward by the member for Nedlands on behalf of the 
Liberal Party that this house notes a range of concerning issues in the local government sector, mostly perpetrated 
by the mismanagement by the McGowan Labor government, and, of course, the Minister for Local Government 
is in charge of that process. I would like to thank the Liberal Party for the opportunity to speak on this matter. I would 
note that the Nationals WA and the Liberal Party do not always see eye to eye on local government, and certainly 
in the last term of government there was some disagreement between the two parties about the way forward with the 
amalgamations of local governments. The Nationals have a very strong view that local government is very important 
and that local decision-making is the way to go. In fact, it is one of the principles of the National Party that the 
evolution of decision-making from state to local government is enshrined in our constitution, so it is something 
that I hold very dear. 

This motion is not a destructive motion; it simply notes the concerns of the sector and the mismanagement that has 
led to that. What a pity, because in 2017 we know that the minister got off to a very good start with local government. 
He formulated the state and local government partnership agreement, which is a wonderful document. I remember 
going to many local government meetings at which the praise for the minister was so great that I would have to 
say it was nauseating. Of course, as an opposition person, that was a bit galling. The minister was very popular 
with local government with the signing of the State and Local Government Partnership Agreement in August 2017. 
I have a copy of it from the WALGA website, and it states — 

The State Government should consult with Local Government when developing, amending or reviewing 
State legislation and regulations, policies or programs that will significantly impact Local Government 
operations or resources. 

Of course, we know that this agreement has been largely set aside. Local governments had a great number of concerns 
with the COVID-19 bill that went through the house and its implication for rates in the coming year. They were 
concerned about how they would be able to maintain the undertaking they had given to hold rates at last year’s 
level, given that new valuations were coming in. They had discussed that with the state government and thought 
they had an agreement, but it did not happen. The Planning and Development Amendment Bill, which is in the 
Legislative Council at the moment, has also caused a great deal of concern for local governments because of the 
lack of consultation with them on that bill. We have agreed to support the government on that matter, but we have 
made it very clear that we want a return to a consultative situation between the Minister for Planning and local 
government as the government works through the regulations for that bill and the second tranche of legislation. It 
is very important that local government is involved in those decisions. 

There is a considerable amount of concern in the wider community of Western Australia about the functions of 
local government. That is evident from the websites and Facebook pages et cetera that have sprung up to highlight 
the issues that people have, at a range of levels, with the operation of local governments within the state. In the time 
that I have been involved in public life generally, either in local government or state government, there has been 
a complete breakdown in the way in which local government members deal with each other and the community. 
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Those relationships have become very fraught and difficult. It seems to me that no matter how hard we try, through 
prescription, standards panels and training et cetera, to get people to get along and work towards a common purpose, 
it seems to get worse and worse. I wonder whether the whole structure of the Local Government Act is at the heart 
of that. Local government went from being a management situation in the 1960s, with community members very 
much involved in the operations, to a more corporate version under the 1995 act. This modernising act looked at 
the roles and responsibilities, and local governments were separated between the executive and elected members. 
Clearly, that might work in some circumstances, but for many small local governments, the community demand 
on the councillors is that they must know what is going on. A level of dysfunction in councils in my electorate and 
other regional electorates comes from that very basic tension between the community expectation and how the 
Local Government Act is written. 

I think there needs to be an understanding that local government is not a business. We might try to run it as a business, 
in a businesslike way, but at its heart it is not a business—it is about politics, community representation and people 
wanting to make a difference or a change when they get into local government. I think the way that local government 
is becoming increasingly structured is leading to frustration for local councillors. I believe that is at the heart of 
the relationship issues, breakdowns and poor performances we have seen, and we have seen plenty of them in my 
electorate as much as anywhere else. I know the minister came to this role with a review of the Local Government Act 
very much to the fore. There has been a relatively minor review, with a green paper now being done on a much 
wider root-and-branch approach to changes in local government. I really think that we need to step back from that 
whole corporate model and try to understand that this is community government. It is not about running a business; 
it is about running a community-based government. It is also about trying to give councillors due recognition for 
the time they give. I do not mean monetarily; I mean in having a real influence and being able to change the 
direction of their local government. We might then begin to see some changes. 

Since the member for Mandurah became the minister, a large number of reviews and inquiries have been undertaken, 
which is indicative of a system that is not working. The minister was asked quite recently by the member for Nedlands 
about the inquiries and reviews that have occurred since this government came to office. I believe that 12 have been 
done, of which five are still going. These include inquiries into the Shires of Wiluna, Perenjori in my electorate, 
Carnarvon, Ngaanyatjarraku and Toodyay; the Cities of Melville, Perth, Joondalup, Mandurah, Cockburn and 
Subiaco; and the Town of Cambridge. We know that a number of those inquiries are still going. In fact, the good 
people of Toodyay are still waiting to hear the results of the inquiry that has been done there. I believe that the 
information has gone back to the State Solicitor’s Office. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Is Toodyay in your electorate? 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes; I will talk about Toodyay a little more at the end. 

The Shire of Perenjori is also in my electorate, and has been without a local government for a considerable length 
of time. We are seeing a denial of democracy for some of these areas. It has been a long time since the Shire of 
Perenjori collapsed and local representation was lost. There has been a considerable number of inquiries, including 
into the Town of Port Hedland, which has spent time under a commissioner. It really is time to get over that. I know 
there were announcements around election dates et cetera, but perhaps COVID-19 has interfered with those. I would 
be interested to hear the minister’s reading of that. My understanding was that democracy would be restored to 
Perenjori and Port Hedland in short order, and I am anxious that that happens as quickly as possible. Although 
commissioners might do a good job, they are not from the local community and do not necessarily understand the 
full implications of the decisions that have been made, the full history and the full expectations that communities 
have. I know there is supposed to be documentation of decisions, community plans and everything else, but in smaller 
local governments, quite often it comes down to corporate knowledge and an understanding of the community and 
what is required. 

Mention has been made of the situation with the Town of Cambridge. I attended a meeting at the Town of 
Cambridge some time ago at the invitation of people concerned about local government. A number of MPs were 
at that forum, which addressed what was being considered by the town. Other members and former members of 
local governments talked about their experience in local government, with some expressing the feeling that they 
had not been listened to and had no idea of how the operations of their council were being undertaken. Again, 
getting back to the role of councillors, they have to understand enough about the operations of the council to be 
able to have meaningful input into and an understanding of budgetary processes. They are also responsible for 
monitoring the CEO’s performance. It is very hard to know exactly where the lines are between the operational 
and governance aspects. In my view, councillors cannot actually carry out their role unless they understand the 
operations of the organisation. I think there has to be more cooperation between the two. I have seen councils 
in which the door has been locked on councillors and they cannot talk to staff unless it is through the CEO. 
Maybe it got to that point because someone tried to place undue influence on the staff, but it is a great pity. As 
long as they are respectful of each other, having a good working relationship is important. It is also important 
to know that there are lines that cannot be crossed—I understand that. I think the concerns expressed at forums 
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such as the one I attended at the Town of Cambridge led to the move by the Legislative Council to form the 
Select Committee into Local Government. I know that some upper house members were at that forum and talked 
to members. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: There was that one and there was also the one at UWA. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes, and I was there as well. I think it was at that one that certain members of the Legislative Council 
formed the deep understanding of how aggrieved some members of local government were. They heard stories 
about how they felt they had been locked out of the process and not given enough information to perform their 
roles properly. I do not think that is acceptable either. 
As we know, a Select Committee into Local Government was established. It is confusing to the community. People 
know that a process is running in which the member for Balcatta and the director general and others are developing 
a green paper, but people are confused between that process and this inquiry being undertaken by a select committee 
of the Legislative Council. I would hope at some stage the findings of that inquiry can be used to inform the group 
that is working on the green paper. It would be a great pity if all of that information were lost. The committee has 
now extended the time for its inquiry because there has been so much information and so much interest from the 
community that it has to do justice to those people who have taken the time to submit to it. I am not going to read 
into Hansard what the inquiry is about. We all know what it is about, including the minister, and it is not necessary. 
Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I am glad to hear that from the minister. It is very important to give due reference to the number 
of people who have been involved in that inquiry. 
As I said before, my concern is around those communities, especially regional communities but also the City of Perth 
and other local governments, that have had a breakdown in their democratic processes. We need democracy to 
return to them as quickly as possible. I believe that democracy is important to all of us. That is why we take our 
position in this chamber and that is why the 1 800 or thereabouts elected representatives throughout the state — 
Mr D.A. Templeman: It is 1 300. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Okay; 1 300 or so elected representatives throughout the state put their hand forward to be 
involved as well. The community has an expectation that it will be able to have an influence. 
I will return to Toodyay for a brief moment and how important these matters are. I received an email from 
Mick McKeown from the Friends of the Toodyay Catholic Precinct, whom I have spoken to the minister about before — 
Mr D.A. Templeman: I know Toodyay well. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes. The minister would know there are very important historic precincts in the town of Toodyay, 
which is important to the town economically. The whole idea of bulldozing stuff to make way for other things does not 
work in a town that reflects well on its history and builds on that very effectively and makes that a product not only for 
tourists, but also for people wanting to retire in that community. The very vibrant arts community in Toodyay attracts 
people from the city. In the real estate section in the newspaper today, or yesterday, there was a report highlighting how 
cheap land was in Toodyay and how good it would be to live there. I agree with that. As I have spoken to the minister 
about, the Toodyay Catholic precinct has been the subject of a great deal of concern because the blocks that it is based 
on are being sold off by the archdiocese for subdivision, and work has now started. Trees that are perhaps hundreds of 
years old are being bulldozed. Admittedly, this was done at a time when there was an elected council, but it was done 
under delegated authority by planners within the shire. There was no reference to the council at the time. The people of 
that town, justifiably, feel very aggrieved about what is going on in that precinct and never want that to happen again. 
I will read from an article in the excellent publication The Toodyay Herald. The last paragraphs state — 

The Toodyay Shire Council voted last month in favour of Cr Paula Greenway’s motion that the shire staff 
must notify council regularly of any changes that affect the Catholic group of buildings. 
A widespread community response in this case will also send a signal that this good beginning must be 
followed by increasing the protection of the precinct by removing the delegated authority and guaranteeing 
that the elected Council of Toodyay is the appropriate body to determine its future. 

It is not just in the Catholic precinct in Toodyay; I think it is very important that elected members of local governments 
throughout the state determine the future of their communities and that we do not see long periods of time under 
commissioners. I understand there were reasons they were brought in, but I think a rapid return to responsible local 
government is necessary. With that, we need to ensure that incoming councillors are well resourced and well 
understand how to make an effective difference on behalf of their councils and their communities. 
MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Minister for Local Government) [6.15 pm]: First of all, I thank the 
contributors to today’s debate. I am very pleased we are having a debate in this chamber on local government in 
Western Australia. It is very important because we all know that local government remains a very important part 
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of our democracy. I take note of the previous speaker’s comments about the importance of ensuring that democracy 
is as robust as possible. No matter where one goes in Western Australia, all Western Australians are ultimately 
governed by three levels of government, but local government is probably the level of government they have most 
contact with on a daily basis. I particularly take note of the member for Moore’s contribution. I thank the member 
for Moore. I appreciated the member for Moore’s contribution because his argument effectively talked about how 
to find a balance between an act that can deliver a framework for communities to maintain their identity and also 
maintain their democratic right to determine what sort of future they want for their community. There is no doubt 
that over a period of time local governments in Western Australia have been constantly tested. They have been 
tested like state governments and federal governments have only recently with the COVID-19 pandemic. I have 
said this at numerous Western Australian Local Government Association webinars: most local governments have 
responded very well during COVID-19. They responded, and understand the critical role they will play in the 
recovery. This is a different recovery. I have said on numerous occasions publicly that we all need to be reminded 
that when emergencies happen, be it bushfires, floods, cyclones or other major events that threaten communities, 
invariably when all the departments have responded, local government is charged with really delivering the 
recovery aspects of that. 
I will go through a range of issues with regard to a number of members’ contributions this evening. I want to tell 
members this from the start: I do not think there is anyone in here who does not want to see effective local 
government. I have to remind members of the contrast between our three and a little bit years of government since 
coming to power in March 2017 and the previous government. It is very stark in terms of the now opposition’s 
view of local government, and indeed its lack of understanding that there was, firstly, a need for reform and, 
secondly, that there is an ongoing need to ensure that we prepare and assist local governments to do their very best. 
A one-size-fits-all approach does not work because, as has been highlighted by some members in this place, some 
local governments have a couple of hundred ratepayers whereas the City of Swan and the City of Stirling have 
a couple of hundred thousand. In Western Australia, we have local governments with populations of 200 000 upwards 
that are represented by elected members, and then we have smaller populations in rural and remote areas and, of 
course, in our one square mile Shire of Peppermint Grove. We have a very interesting and diverse statistical analysis. 
All those community members, rightfully, expect services to be provided by their local governments. There is no 
doubt that the scope of services differs widely. The services that are provided in the Shire of Woodanilling are 
different from those that are provided in the City of Rockingham, the City of Stirling or the City of Cambridge. 
One of the problems with the current act and the current approach in how local government is treated is that this 
framework effectively says, “You all have to fit the same; you are all the same in terms of the framework.” 
Prior to the 2017 election, when I became shadow minister, one of our initial priorities was to review the act. We 
had an act back then that was just over 20 years old. It is now 25 years old. It was no longer fit for purpose. When 
it was conceived, developed and passed through both chambers of this house back in 1995, it was a different time. 
We recognised that in a range of ways, even with the COVID-19 experience, because we have had to amend or adjust 
very quickly to that challenge in order to ensure that we can continue to function as a community and a society 
through legislation that we pass through this place, for example, in quite extreme circumstances. The reality is that 
the Local Government Act 1995 is no longer fit for purpose, but it is still the act that I as minister am required to 
oversee. Indeed, as minister, it is the statutory law under which I am required to operate. It is also the piece of 
legislation under which the department is required to operate. 
Do members think that I enjoy seeing inquiries called by a director general? Let me be very clear: do I call the 
inquiry? No, I do not. Do I sit down with a pin and say, “Where am I going to do an inquiry today?” No, I do not. 
That is not my role. A number of opposition members who have spoken tonight have inferred that that is my role—
that I sit there and say, “Right, who can I look into now?” They are absolutely wrong. The department, and ultimately 
the director general, determine if and when an authorised inquiry is initiated. These inquiries can be wide-ranging 
or they can be very specific, and they can look into a range of matters. We have seen a number of them. When 
I came to this position, from memory, four authorised inquiries were initiated by the previous government. I did 
not say to the ministers of the day in the previous government, “Are you picking on so and so and why and what 
is the story?” That is the role for the department to determine, and ultimately for an investigation to take place and 
a report to be produced. But I sniffed a bit of hypocrisy during the contributions by those opposite—not by the 
member for Moore—about this issue and the reference to the old chestnut of the politicisation of local government. 
The Liberal Party hates it; it does not like it. It will always accuse the Labor Party of politicising local government. 
It will always do that when it does not like what is happening. It says that it has members who might just happen 
to be members of the Liberal Party in local government. Goodness gracious me! They love to point the finger when 
they think that the Labor Party is influencing local government. I am telling the member for Churchlands openly 
and honestly that I do not sit back and say, “Right, let’s go and see what council has all Liberal Party members 
and we will go and target them.” The member is wrong. 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange interjected. 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It is my turn, member for Churchlands. He comes in here like a sergeant-major but it 
is my turn. 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange interjected. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I sat and listened to the member. 

Point of Order 
Ms M.M. QUIRK: I am having trouble hearing the minister because of the parade ground decibels of the member 
for Churchlands. I would appreciate it if those interjections could be at a more tolerable level. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Minister, could you please talk through the Chair. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am telling the member straight. That is what he accused me of. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member is sensitive about this now. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, do you seek to take interjections? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, the minister has declined to take interjections. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I have a lot to say. 

Mr D.T. Punch: I want to hear it. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Thank you, member. 

When an authorised inquiry is initiated, an important process is followed. It can be triggered by a range of things, 
not just how many complaints have been received by the department or the minister’s office. A whole range of 
issues can determine why an authorised inquiry is initiated. There is a frustration. A number of members talk about 
the time an inquiry can take. I do not deny that that is frustrating. When we look at a situation in which an authorised 
inquiry might take months, if not a couple of years, the first question we ask is: why does it take so long? If we 
look at some of the authorised inquiries that take place, there are a range of reasons they can take so long. Quite 
often, once an inquiry starts, more information comes forward. Yes, member for Riverton, we do find in authorised 
inquiries that a range of other people come in with more information. The very nature of democracy is that we have 
to look at that stuff and not only the stuff we want to look at. Most of the people who work for the department and 
carry out the inquiries have investigative backgrounds or have served in highly investigative arenas. They are not 
dummies; they are backyard investigators. They are people who have skills and experience, which is important when 
carrying out their duties. The member for Kalgoorlie would know this. They have to make sure that the inquiry is 
done properly. That is an important part of their role. As they carry out that role, a range of matters need to be 
addressed, interviews need to be conducted and all these sorts of things. It was inferred that I must have known about 
this meeting and that meeting. Sorry, but that is not the case. Departmental investigations are carried out by authorised 
officers. When we call them authorised inquirers, that allows them to have certain powers to access information.  

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: You don’t have oversight. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: So the member is saying that he thinks I should be able to dig in, as he said, and interfere. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: I said “oversight”; don’t verbal me again! 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member is asking me to interfere. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Churchlands! Minister! I am on my feet. Minister, please talk to the Chair, 
and if you are not seeking to take interjections, please do not direct your comments too far away from the Chair. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am very happy to do that. 

We have a transparent parliamentary process for authorised inquiries, because the reports are tabled in Parliament. 
That is part of the transparency aspect of an authorised inquiry. All the inferences of members opposite are wrong. 

I want to talk about the contrast, because it is stark. Let us look at and remember the eight and a half years of the 
Barnett government. What was its number one achievement in local government? Members cannot answer that. 
I cannot think of it. What I do remember is a process that involved—it was alluded to by the member for Moore—
forced amalgamations in the metropolitan area. Of course, it decided that it would abandon any attempt to force 
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amalgamations in regional Western Australia, because our friends in the National Party probably were totally 
opposed to it and it could have broken the coalition that they had. The Barnett government sought to reform local 
government simply by saying, “We’re going to amalgamate. All we’re going to do is change the numbers and 
reduce the number of councils, and that’s the answer to the reform of local government.” What happened? We saw 
what happened. We saw total distrust in and disrespect for the sector by members of the Liberal Party. What did 
the local government sector do? It got organised. Yes, it used aspects of the act to articulate its argument, but it 
got organised.  

What happened then? We then saw a series of Ministers for Local Government fall. How many Ministers for Local 
Government did the Barnett government have in its two terms? It had four. The first was John Castrilli. He was 
a great bloke and a nice person. From memory, he was the longest serving Minister for Local Government. Then, 
of course, we hit a problem after that—the slow slide. Tony Simpson came to power as the Minister for Local 
Government, but we all know what happened with Tony Simpson. I like Tony. I used to talk to him regularly. I even 
shared a few car rides with him from Mandurah and the Peel Development Commission. He became minister not 
long after that. What was Hon Tony Simpson’s ultimate decision because of what you guys did in local government 
in the second term of the Barnett government? He resigned in disgust. I think there were two reasons for that. 
One was the absolute botched effort on the amalgamation process, and the other was the total undermining of him 
as minister, because the Premier would basically walk out and go, “I think we’ll do this today. I’ll go and announce 
this.” He did not talk to the mayors or any of the elected members and he disregarded the Western Australian Local 
Government Association and Local Government Professionals. That is how the then government treated the sector. 
Tony Simpson did the honourable thing: he resigned in disgust. I remember the day he did it. From memory, we 
had a debate in this place that included some local government matters and he sat over here on the back bench because 
he was no longer the Minister for Local Government. We then had Paul Miles, who served for about six months. 
What did that do to the sector? 
Dr M.D. Nahan: That’s three. 
Mr M. McGowan: That is three. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: You said four. 
Mr M. McGowan: Who’s the fourth? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Who is the fourth? Did I say four? My apologies; there were three. 
What damage did that do? It did a couple of things. When I was shadow minister, I would talk to people in lots of 
local governments and it was all about how they felt they were being treated by the Barnett government. There 
was a lack of trust. That was one of the reasons we decided, upon coming to power in 2017, that we should resurrect 
the partnership agreement, which was first initiated under the Gallop government. The partnership agreement is 
basically an agreement about how we will relate to each other and how we will operate courteously. Yes, it includes 
the capacity to negotiate on or discuss a range of things, whether it is legislation or policy determinations, but 
always on the understanding that we are not necessarily going to agree with each other, and we do not. I do not 
agree with everything that WALGA says or does or proposes and WALGA certainly does not agree, and has not 
agreed, with everything we have proposed or put through this place. But our relationship is based upon mutual 
respect, which is important. I think that is important in any relationship. That was disregarded by you guys on the 
other side when you were in government. 
The motion before us tonight refers to a number of emerging problems and issues under the governance of the 
McGowan government. How long has the member for Nedlands been the shadow minister? I think it has been a year 
now. How many questions has the member asked me? One. He has asked one question in a year. That is fine. 
I would have thought that if there was widespread concern about me, the government, how we have approached 
the reform process and whether or not we have included people, I would have had hundreds of questions. The guy 
before the member was a bit different and a little bit erratic. The member for Nedlands has put forward a motion 
that highlights a whole range of emerging concerns about local government, yet he has asked only one question, 
and that was about authorised inquiries. I have to tell the member that authorised inquiries are important aspects 
of the work of the department; it is core business. If there are some concerns about councils, that is one of the roles 
of the department. Authorised inquiries are important work. 
I want to go through some of the local government legislation that we have brought in and that has been passed in 
this place and the other place and is now law. As I said, we recognise that the Local Government Act has a number 
of flaws and is no longer fit for purpose. That is why we are in a process, and I will talk about the great work that 
is being done by the member for Balcatta a bit later. Let me go through it. In 2017, we passed through this place 
legislation that ensured the transparency of financial audits and performance audits. The member for Nedlands 
mentioned that in his contribution. The Local Government Amendment (Auditing) Act 2017 now ensures that the 
Auditor General has the key role in the financial auditing of local government.  
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Mr A. Krsticevic: That was our legislation.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Why did the former government not bring it in? The former government did not do 
anything. It was recycling or going through local government ministers.  
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is the member for Carine’s argument all the time: “We thought of that. Oh, yes, 
we thought of that.” You did not bring it in, son. The former government stuffed around with amalgamations and 
did not do anything.  
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members!  

Point of Order 
Mr W.R. MARMION: The minister called the member “son”. I would like him to be called by his correct name, please. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Minister, I am not going to uphold the point of order. I do not want 
to slow you down, but have you changed your position about taking interjections? If you have not, I ask you to 
talk through the Chair.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member for Carine says, “We thought of it first” but the former government did 
not do anything about it. The former government talked about all the things that it was going to do but it did 
nothing. Let us turn to the next one. I bet the member for Carine will say that this is another thing that the former 
government did.  
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: He is starting to sound like big Joh Bjelke-Petersen. I know who that is. 
Point of Order 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The minister used an unparliamentary name for the member.  
Mr D.A. Templeman: What was that? 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: The minister called him an idiot.  
Mr D.A. Templeman: No, I did not.  
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I think you did. The minister was in quite a fury, but he did.  
Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Minister, stop for a second. Member for Moore and a number of 
other members, I am on my feet. I did not hear the minister use that term.  
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected.  
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Carine, I call you to order. You are talking and I am on my feet. Minister, 
please continue your remarks through the Chair.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The Local Government (Audit) Regulations and the Local Government (Financial 
Management) Regulations 1996 were introduced in 2017. Amendments were made to the Local Government Act in 
relation to regional subsidiaries. The previous government talked about that for a long time, but it did nothing at all. 
In 2018, we were responsible for the Local Government (Administration) Regulations and the Local Government 
(Rules of Conduct) Regulations, which referred to the issue of gifts, declarations, contributions et cetera. We also 
introduced the Local Government Amendment (Suspension and Dismissal) Bill 2018, which was passed by 
Parliament in November 2018. We also introduced the local government regulations and the Local Government 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2019, which related to dogs and cats. In 2019, we passed the Local Government 
Legislation Amendment Act 2019, which was assented to on 5 July, and we made some regulations for induction 
and training, which brings me to a point that was made earlier. This is something that members on the other side 
of the house could not do. A number of sector representatives kept referring to the need for training. They said that 
one of the things that the government could do to enhance the status of local government elected members was to 
ensure that there was universal training. That issue was absolutely sat upon by the previous government—it did 
nothing at all. We said, “No, actually that’s a good idea.” The role of an elected member is very, very important. We 
expect that they have at least some basic understanding of financials, because many of them make million-dollar 
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decisions. They need at least some basic understanding of financial operations. That does not mean that they need 
to be an accountant, but they must understand that part of their role is to help shape the budget and help shape 
future budgets that, of course, underpin prior priorities for their community going forward. We also said that they 
probably need to know a bit about the Local Government Act, which, of course, is the framework in which they are 
supposed to operate. It is pretty basic. That is the root of a lot of the problems that have occurred in local government.  
The member for Moore highlighted the tension between operational and elected members. There is tension. Of 
course, there are arguments on both sides that the other side has too much power. The member would hear that; all 
of us do. But we said that they had to understand their role and responsibility. Under the act, there are some things 
that they need to do and, in fact, are empowered to do and there are some things they are not. That includes issues 
around staff and the operational matters of local government. There are good reasons that elected members do not 
have direct input into issues that relate to staff or operations that are not part of their responsibility. That is the root 
of some very important considerations; indeed, that tension, that problem and that challenge between elected members 
and staff, particularly chief executive officers quite often, is one of the challenges and issues that leads to an 
authorised inquiry. That is what we want to address in the review. I will talk about that shortly.  

This year we dealt with a number of COVID-19-related matters. I thank the opposition for its support of the measures 
as they passed through the house. Yes, they were introduced under the COVID-19 standing orders and during that 
intensive period in which we were having to make decisions quickly to assist local governments to respond to the 
COVID-19 challenge. We introduced a range of measures, including amendments to allow meetings to be held 
electronically and those sorts of things. Like all of us, local government is providing feedback on its experiences 
of COVID-19, and they are important considerations. For example, many of them have referred to the experience 
of remote meetings. There is some justification for what that might look like in the future under a new act and new 
regulations, particularly for councillors in a large rural or regional community because a number of them go to 
different towns for council meetings. I know that some councils have a number of towns in their shire, so one month 
they meet in this town and the next month they meet in another town. The metropolitan members here, unlike us 
regional members, need to realise that some elected members in some of those rural and remote areas face the 
reality of travelling between 200 and 300 kilometres at night after a meeting.  
Mr R.S. Love: Are you a regional member?  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Absolutely.  
Several members interjected. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: We will have that debate another day. 
Mr M. McGowan: We all know what sort of member he is!  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, yes! I have lost my train of thought.  
It is a health and safety issue when people travel long distances to and from meetings. There is an argument 
post-COVID-19—learnings from COVID-19—about that capacity to operate. For example, I know that a lot of 
councils are seriously looking at streaming their council meetings so that people can log in as a ratepayer or resident —  
Mr A. Krsticevic: Have you watched some of those streamings? 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I have seen some of those streamings.  
Mr A. Krsticevic: They’re not high-intensity watching, that’s for sure.  
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No, but I am sure that people say that when they tune into this place, too. People in 
glass houses should not chuck rocks, as a person told me a long time ago.  
In this term of government, I have taken some serious actions ultimately as Minister for Local Government. I refer, 
for example, to the panel inquiry into the City of Perth. People must understand that a panel inquiry is a very serious 
measure and ultimately I have to be convinced that a threshold has been well and truly breached before I make that 
decision. The panel inquiry effectively has the powers of a royal commission and it is a very independent process. 
Yes, in terms of the City of Perth, the process has taken a long time. However, I am very confident that we will 
get the report soon within the extended time and, as I have said to the member for Nedlands, there will be elections 
for the City of Perth, the Shire of Perenjori and the Shire of Port Hedland in October.  
I absolutely agree that democracy should be restored as soon as possible. That is important for a number of reasons. 
People must have confidence and trust in the people they have elected to make decisions on their behalf in the 
City of Perth, Perenjori or wherever it may be. However, I underpin that by saying that the minister’s decisions 
for the appointment of commissioners et cetera must reach a high threshold. Member for Churchlands, I do not sit 
back and think, “Right, I am going to pick on the Town of Cambridge.” All I can say at this point—he knows this—
is that the matter he raised is before the court and I will not comment on it because it would not be appropriate. 
Ultimately, all these decisions, whether it is a show-cause notice, a panel inquiry or a move under the new legislation 
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to address issues that affect individual councillors, come under the new powers. Under the old regime, people 
could deal with only the full council—that is all. If one person had caused problems and was undermining or, indeed, 
impacting on the capacity of a council to operate effectively, we could deal with only the whole council. Now, 
thankfully, further mechanisms in the act allow us to deal with individuals, but there is a high threshold before 
getting to that point. 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange interjected. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No. Can I just finish? There is still a report to come forward and I will not comment 
on those things. 
A threshold needs to be reached. In the case of the Town of Cambridge—my press release highlights this clearly—
I must ultimately be suspicious that the capacity of that council to operate is being impinged. That is where it is at. 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange interjected. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am not going to respond because the member is well aware that this matter is before 
the court and I will not prejudice that. 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange: I am not suggesting that you do. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am not going to entertain that, member. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am not going to comment on that because it is not appropriate for me to do so. 

I want to go through a couple of other matters. One problem is that quite often it depends upon the circumstances. 
The member for Riverton highlighted this in his contribution. I have learnt over my time as Minister for Local 
Government that everyone has an opinion on local government and everyone’s opinion is influenced by a range 
of things. For some, it is influenced, as the member for Riverton highlighted, by someone who has a bugbear or 
a real beef with their local government. I have a couple of those people in my area; I am sure other members have 
many in their electorates—people who feel that they have been wronged by the council of the day and, effectively, 
for some of them, and this is where it becomes quite serious, it becomes all engrossing. 

An opposition member: Vexatious. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It is more than vexatious; it becomes their motivation when they wake up that they will 
get them! 

Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: There have been a number of these people throughout the history of local government 
and sometimes they have resulted in tragedy. That is another issue, but it is always on my mind. The member for 
Kalgoorlie knows one tragic example of that that occurred some years ago. I have spoken to the former Mayor of 
Kalgoorlie–Boulder about something that happened over 25 years ago. The reality is there is  a range of people 
like that. 

There is an act. There is a process. That can be through an investigation by the department or the State Administrative 
Tribunal. Appeals can be lodged and then, of course, there is the judicial process, which is essentially the last 
resort for really serious matters, as we saw happen with the City of Perth. All this operates under a democracy, as 
it should, and all this involves relationships, personalities and a range of other matters. That is the situation in 
Western Australia, like it is in other places. 

The member for Moore said that in local governments there is politics with a small “p”—it is not always “party”. 
Members know people who have historical gripes or grievances about people that sometimes go back decades. 
Those can sometimes show their face in local government. It does not matter what we say and whether there are 
inquiries or investigations or the police or the CCC become involved, some people will never believe a proper 
investigation has been carried out or, indeed, that their grievance has been heard appropriately. We have seen that 
happen historically. 

I want to tell members this: I have highlighted the intervention tools that we currently have. The act has only three main 
tools. One is the Local Government Standards Panel, which was an initiative introduced by the former government, 
and I think that there has been just criticism of that element. Again, before I became Minister for Local Government, 
timeliness was a matter that was often raised with me. There are procedural fairness issues, and proper 
investigation needs to take place. That can take time, but I assure members that the matter the member for Balcatta 
raised will work with the review panel. 

I want to set members straight on where we are at with the review. I will consider the panel report. Ultimately, the 
aim is to introduce new legislation for Western Australia—a new act, or a new way of doing things in local government 
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through an act of Parliament. The new act will be responsive to modern needs and to the modern context. It will 
not treat all local governments the same. It will now say that if they do not comply with certain things, they must 
be bad or whatever. There will be minimum requirements, and that can be done through regulation. That is the sort 
of thinking we have arrived at with some of the matters that have come out. But we want an act that is responsive 
to modern needs and recognises that local governments and local communities throughout the state are not all the 
same. We want principles of good governance firmly in mind and we want to make sure that local government is 
given the respect it needs to operate and function effectively. 

We will look at drafting a green bill. There will be more consultation. We will not have legislation before the end 
of the year because there will be no time, but we will set in motion a process for a review to go into the next term, 
if we are fortunate to be re-elected. It will involve further feedback and discussion when we have landed on what 
it will look like. However, I assure members that we will be absolutely focused on reforming the local government 
sector so that it is agile, responsive and effective and that it is also responsive, of course, to the very people local 
government seeks to represent—that is, of course, the electorate and businesses. I must say that this review process 
has highlighted the fact that local government functions have changed over time. I know the cliché that local 
government is roads, rubbish and rates, but the reality is that rates are still one of the predominant sources of income 
for many local governments. But their role has changed. Many local governments do terrific things that have 
nothing to do with roads. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: On the website there were nine questions. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Nine! They were not asked in here. That is a bombshell! Not in here. 

Several members interjected.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The member asked only one in here. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Minister, please continue. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Sorry. I was wiped out by a bombshell for a second there. 

I am committed to working hard to get a new act and to reform local government. I acknowledge that there will be 
criticism. I have read some of the things that have been said about me on Facebook. At the end of the day, I want 
to assure people that all I want to do is to get this right. I will keep consulting. Even during the COVID-19 pandemic, 
we have 13 consultations every week. They have been good. I want to keep that up. 

In my view, debate on this motion has not demonstrated that we have done anything wrong. In fact, we have done 
far more than the Liberal Party did during eight and a half years in government. I am proud of the way we are 
working. We are trying hard and getting things done. We are trying to involve people in that consultation. We will 
keep doing it. I will keep talking to councils of all persuasions, colours and creeds, because all of them are important. 
They represent great communities in our state, be they metropolitan or regional. They are fantastic communities. 
I will keep working with them so that they can keep doing the very best they can for the people they represent. 
I will keep doing it. I will be keen to continue to report those consultations to the Parliament as required. 

Debated adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.  

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 
__________ 
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