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PERTH AND PEEL@3.5MILLION — HOUSING SUPPLY 
Motion 

Resumed from 16 September on the following motion moved by Ms R. Saffioti — 

That this house expresses concern that the government’s Perth and Peel@3.5million plan does not 
provide for an adequate level of housing supply for the future. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [5.56 pm]: It is a busy day! It is the day of the half-finished speeches that 
I need to continue. The debate on the City of Perth Bill took me by surprise today and this motion took me even 
more by surprise because I thought I had finished my contribution; nevertheless, I shall continue. 

I remember when I was last on my feet on this motion, the Minister for Planning was quite attacking, so I hope 
he has calmed down; he was vicious! It has taken me a few weeks and a few sessions to recover, but I am much 
better now and I think I will be able to take it from the minister, so I hope he has calmed down. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: So you won’t use Pauline Hanson–like phrases today. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: And the minister will not use Pauline Hanson–like criticisms either, I hope. 
This motion relates to an issue in the “Perth and Peel@3.5million” report. It is fortuitous that I am on my feet, 
even though my colleagues seem to be disrespecting me! 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Premier! Please have respect that Hansard is trying to take the Hansard 
and if there is general debate, Hansard cannot hear it. If you have to have a conversation, please take it outside. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Not only am I under attack from the Minister for Planning, but also my own colleagues are 
disrespecting me! 
I will get back to the report. I checked where I had got up to, so the minister will be happy to know that I will not 
repeat myself. I had got up to the issues raised by the Urban Development Institute of Australia about public 
transport. It is therefore fortuitous that I am talking about this issue, as a few things about public transport have 
come out recently. I want to finish my contribution on the UDIA’s commentary about public transport. It 
referred to bus patronage having increased, and stated in its report — 

Whilst this is extremely positive, there will be significant investment required to maintain the pace of 
modal growth. In 2010 the PTA estimated that capital expenditure to construct the infrastructure 
recommended in the report “Public Transport for Perth in 2031” as $2.9 billion in 2010 dollars, 
including $1.2b on rail system expansion and $1b on light rail. 

Costings and government priorities have moved along since then, but the report recognised that for good 
planning outcomes we need strong public transport investment. I quote further from the report — 

The new Mandurah rail line has been transformational with significant modal shift occurring in 
Kwinana, Rockingham, and Atwell/Success/Hammond Park/Aubin Grove (South of Cockburn Central). 

It goes on to state — 

This transport network will need to be enhanced with stronger East–West linkages. The Institute was 
concerned about the lack of depth in the information provided in the documentation on the future of 
mass transit. Even some of the most basic information was flawed, such as the aspirational “peak 
frequency of 5 minute intervals” … for rail in peak hour, times that are already being exceeded by the 
Public Transport Authority on some lines. 

There is some significant criticism about the public transport aspect. Most importantly, in recent weeks we have 
seen the tabling of the Public Transport Authority’s 2015–16 annual report. That report took us all by surprise. 
We were all shocked when that report came out, because it confirms that patronage for fare-paying boardings is 
falling. I want to go through this. The annual report shows that the Transperth patronage for fare-paying 
boardings for 2012–13 was 84 597. It dropped to 82 426 in 2013–14 and fell again to 81 188 in 2014–15, so we 
are seeing a fall in fare-paying boardings. Given the population growth that the government has talked about on 
a number of occasions, it is terrible that we are seeing fewer fare-paying boardings on our system. We need to 
get more people on public transport. I have done a bit of commentary on this and people have asked me why 
I think that is the case. The public transport survey that was released recently shows that fare costs are now 
becoming a key factor in people’s choice of transport, and that has changed over time. 

The other very important point is that the services are not being delivered to new suburbs in a timely manner. Those 
members who represent areas of significant urban growth would say that bus services in particular are not matching 
the growth. Some answers were provided to me yesterday about the new services in my area over the past five 
years. We have seen limited new services. While I was driving along Lord Street the other week, I saw an example 
of how bad our public transport system is and the lack of public transport infrastructure in my electorate. On 
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Lord Street near the corner of Marshall Road, there is a bus stop and someone has put out on old green plastic 
outdoor chair so that people can sit down while they wait for the bus. There has been no investment in suitable 
public transport infrastructure in the area. Patronage is falling because suburbs are developing and growing in a 
very quick manner, but they are not getting new bus services at the same time. As a result, people are not 
encouraged to catch public transport and they do not catch public transport because it is basically not accessible. 

There is continuing uncertainty about public transport. We asked the minister when he was going to release his 
public transport plan. We are seven years into a Barnett government. One of the commitments it made for its first 
100 days of government was to start preparing the public transport integrated plan, but still there is no plan. Even 
the Auditor General is on our hymn sheet. The Auditor General’s comments today again noted that it is very 
hard to start a cycling infrastructure plan when there is no plan for other transport infrastructure. People from 
every industry body, the opposition, the Auditor General and anyone who is passionate about public transport 
acknowledge that the government needs to have a plan, particularly to get the planning outcomes. 

Again, a lot has happened over the past three weeks. I went for a drive around High Wycombe a couple of weeks 
ago to look at the planning for the new train station. It will be good to get a response from the minister about 
this. What a debacle that is becoming. The Shire of Kalamunda’s idea of where the car parks will be completely 
contradicts where the PTA says the car parks will be. It completely contradicts what the Minister for Transport 
tabled in this house. There are two completely different plans for public transport parking. I cannot see the state 
government taking any leadership on this. There is absolute chaos and a lot of anger and disenchantment from 
those landowners. It all goes to the key point about not only getting the right plan, but also making sure that 
government agencies talk to each other and that state government works with the other tier of government—local 
government. I will talk about that a bit more in a moment. 
I will touch on some other specific issues raised by the Urban Development Institute of Australia. Issues that it 
has raised with me occasionally, include better infill; shared pumps and tanks, which is an interesting concept 
that it has put forward to make sure that we get more affordable apartment living; and the commitment by 
government agencies to time frames. As I always say, people talk a lot about wanting to cut red tape; it is one of 
the slogans that people use. In a lot of instances, particularly in development, it is time delays by government 
and councils. Sometimes it is not the legislation or the regulations; it is the fact that agencies do not talk to each 
other or the systems that have been created result in changes having to be made to water infrastructure or access 
roads and kerbs. All those things create significant costs and delays. 
The other key point is that the development of mechanisms for land assembly is essential. This is a big 
challenge. Being in opposition is very good, because we get to talk to a lot of people in industry, whereas 
government gets the filter and it does not get to talk to people directly. In opposition, we have to talk to people 
directly because we do not have access to government agencies, but government always has the filter. That is 
what happens; that is the nature of our system. The more I start talking to people and put my mind to how to 
develop infill in particular, the more I find that the greatest challenge is getting land assembly and land 
aggregation, but not necessarily by government. It is an interesting philosophical argument that I have in my 
head all the time, but that is another story—I need to get a life! 
When government invests in infrastructure or it tries to create precincts or strong transit-oriented developments 
or infill, what role does it have? In some instances, its role is to purchase land, aggregate land and do assembly; 
there is no doubt about that. But what real incentives are there for the private sector to do it so that it is not 
always the big developers? I am not opposed to big developers, but I think we should encourage private 
landowners and middle-sized developers to get in on the infill activity. I look at it from this point of view. I tend 
to try to empathise with or put myself in the situation of the people who are talking to me. If someone has held 
a property for a long time, they will want to gain some of the increased value that accrues through some sort of 
change in zoning or government infrastructure. They may apply a value capture, and I will talk about that in 
a moment. I believe in equity and fairness. What incentives are there for private landowners to participate so that 
it is not always—this is what tends to happen—big developers coming in and buying low? They absorb a lot of 
the planning risks; there is no doubt about that. They buy low and absorb planning risk, but then they make a lot 
of money. Sometimes the landowners are happy because they have got some return and they are out, but it is 
really about how we can try to encourage a splitting or a sharing of the wealth in those situations. Does it always 
have to go to the big developers? I look at the financing of apartments, for example. To build a four or five-
storey apartment costs a lot of money—we are talking millions. Many people cannot afford to do it even though 
they might be sitting on land that could be zoned to do that. Again, is there a role for a government body to be 
partnering there? I do not know. It would have to be structured right. There should be a way to get private 
landowners, middle-sized developers, more of an entry into this area. One of the issues about competition, 
particularly with apartment building, is that it is left to big builders, and it is the same with other greenfields. It is 
a matter of whether we create the carrot or the stick; I think the carrot works better. It is a significant challenge to 
get land assembly and development, but I do not think it should always be up to government. People might think 
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that sounds really odd coming from a Labor Party person, but I believe that the private sector has a huge role to 
play in planning. However, I also believe that there cannot be just one or two developers—to use a term used by 
government a lot—in that space. 

I just want to touch on value capture. Value capture is sort of a buzzword. Walk into any pet shop and a parrot is 
talking about value capture. That is a line from Keating about small business. Anyway, I think value capture is 
something we need to do a lot more work on. In the upper house yesterday the minister representing the 
Treasurer was asked whether state Treasury has done any modelling on value capture for the Metro Area Express 
light rail project, and none has been done. As I said, I think private landowners should be able to benefit, but 
there has to be some capture of value to government, specifically when government is primarily investing in 
significant infrastructure, and light rail is the best model and something we really need to investigate more. 
Mr P. Papalia: The federal Treasurer is speaking your language now. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The federal Treasurer—everyone is talking value capture. As I said, walk into any pet shop. 
Everyone is talking value capture, but again, I think we are a bit behind the eight ball. Also, the fact is that 
people have differing views about how to get the private sector to participate in infrastructure provision, 
particularly public transport. Some say hand the land over. I am not of that view. I think the government needs 
a strong element of control particularly in staging development and also in the way the infrastructure is provided. 
I am not a big advocate of handing it over and letting someone else build it. I think, yes, get contributions, but I am 
not one to hand over entire projects, entire acres of land, to somebody else, because I think governments are then 
subject to their time frames and their investment cycles, which may differ from what the government wants to do. 

Mixed use is again starting to appear a bit more. We do not do it to the stage that many countries across the 
world do, particularly in Europe, where mixed use is basically everywhere and a part of living—apartments 
predominantly have some level of commercial or retail activity on the bottom floor. There is also talk of car 
parking requirements, which is always an interesting debate. Of course, we want to try to limit car parking 
requirements for infill in particular, because of the added costs, but the infrastructure has to be provided. That is 
where value capture makes a lot of sense. Not having to build a car park bay amounts to a significant saving and 
some of that could be captured. However, the government would have to provide the public transport 
infrastructure, which could be partly funded by some of the value capture that could be provided for by the fact 
that developers are saving on the expense of car bays. As I said, I subscribe to trying to reduce car parking 
requirements, but the government has to be in there providing public transport infrastructure, and that certainty 
has to be there. Again, one of the issues with the MAX light rail is that if people knew it was coming in 
a particular time frame, apartments could be built according to that logic and there might be a saving of car 
parking bays. However, without that certainty, development cannot be approved without the necessary car 
parking requirements. These are massive challenges, but challenges that we are very keen to embrace and take 
up in 2017. 

I want to talk about some of the other commentary I have had in respect to the “Perth and Peel@3.5million” 
plan. Again, I do not say it is an easy job to prepare such a document. There are lots of people to deal with—a lot 
of different interests. Like always, I think the level of communication is very important. As I said, fortuitously 
over the past four weeks I have been talking to a number of landowners whose land zoning has changed in 
a draft form, through “Perth and Peel@3.5million”, from rural zoning to urban consideration or urban 
transitional, and there has not been sufficient direct consultation with landowners. From the department’s point 
of view it will say it advertised in the local paper, but a lot of households do not have access to local papers 
anymore. It is a constant theme I get from landowners and residents, whether regarding councils or major 
strategic changes to land ownership. It always reminds me of the opening scenes of The Hitchhiker’s Guide 
to the Galaxy when the house is about to be demolished and Arthur Dent is told that the plan was kept on another 
planet, but he did not have the technology to reach that other planet and was told it was up to him. That is 
a recurring theme I get in relation to consultation with the community; that is, the government has to make 
a bigger effort, particularly when it is making significant changes. Having rural zoned land go into urban 
consideration is a significant change. To tell the truth, I sit there thinking about that challenge: for example, how 
many households did the government need to communicate with? Just in the north east and north west corridors 
there are probably about 3 000 or 4 000 households and I think there could be direct letters sent to households 
saying that “Perth and Peel@3.5million” has been released for draft comment, the land has been identified for 
change and asking for views on that. That did not happen and as a result a lot of people feel a bit disengaged. 

Mr P. Papalia: They just had to search through the maps and see what colour they were. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No; honestly, most people did not realise it was out there and I think that is why the 
government is seeing a bit of resentment about this plan. I know the minister is a very busy man and these are 
not his day-to-day decisions. 

Mr P. Papalia: You’re the safe pair of hands for the whole government. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The minister is a safe pair of hands for the whole government, but he has to acknowledge 
that proper communication early on will help identify issues early on. I understand that not everyone can be 
satisfied all the time, but the government has to understand people’s points of view early on so it can develop 
strategies to deal with that. Some of these issues are emerging later rather than earlier, and that is a problem for 
trying to get this finalised. 

I know the government has different relationships with councils, depending on what part of the Liberal Party 
they are in. We are getting feedback that some councils have been working with communities to move some 
zoning to urban, urban consideration or urban deferred, and that seemed to have been ignored, and in other areas 
where there was no movement to change the nature of the zoning, it has not been picked up. Basically, where 
councils had identified land to be rezoned, it has not been picked up, but where they had sometimes not 
identified land to be rezoned, it was rezoned. I think there is a bit of confusion from councils and the community 
about the council’s role in this. When it comes back to the whole equation, we are really looking at trying to get 
enough land to keep pressure on house prices down and make sure there can be improved housing affordability 
in the future. All these issues tend to delay processes and create confusion and costs. I look in particular at some 
of the land being proposed for redevelopment. This happened five or six years ago when the City of Swan was 
developing some plans in my electorate. The more undulating, hilly land with very expensive houses on it was 
designated to be the playing fields, while the flat, empty land was going to be housing. One would think that, 
from a simple cost point of view, we would want the flat, empty land to be the playing fields, because then there 
would be no need to purchase the other houses, creating higher costs and feeding them into the cost of the land. 
These issues need to be incorporated in consideration of how we plan our suburbs. 

My last point is the way forward. Maybe this has been outlined and I have missed it, but when will the 
government finalise its plan and what is the process now? I know that a number of people have missed out on the 
consultation process. What is the time frame of the plan? How does this link in with what the Minister for 
Transport is doing with his transport plan? We are looking for some certainty in this matter. From an opposition 
point of view, I have talked to a lot of people in these areas, and they all say we need some certainty about where 
people are keen to redevelop and move on. I know that this is just a start of a new process, and then we go 
through the other processes. People come and see me quite often about their land in my electorate and other 
electorates, trying to understand what the forward plan is and what it means for them. 
That is the end of my contribution today. Having plans for Perth and Peel is very important. It is very important 
to make sure that we have some systematic planning and urban development over the next 20 or 30 years. 
However, without the other key element of transport, we will really not get the outcomes we need. We have 
announced our Metronet plan, which is a fully integrated and coordinated plan for public transport for the 
metropolitan area. 
Mr J.H.D. Day: What is the time frame? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If the minister says the name, I will give him the time frame. 
Mr J.H.D. Day: I believe you called it Metronet, but give me the time frame. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am afraid that we might not see the Minister for Planning again! The Premier’s office will 
be taking him away, marching him down, never to be seen again! 
Mr J.H.D. Day: I did my half of the deal. Give us the time frame. When will you be funding a train line to 
Ellenbrook, to start with, and what is the staging of the rest of the plan? You’ve got to meet your half of the deal. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I will be announcing the time frame in the lead-up to the election. We did get the minister to 
use the word “Metronet”, and I feel sorry for him because I do not know what the Premier is going to do to him. 
I know there was a direction from the Premier’s office not to say the word “Metronet”, because it is too popular. 
Mr J.H.D. Day: It is a concept. 
Mr F.M. Logan: It is a strategy; it is a plan. 
Mr J.H.D. Day: An election strategy—is that what it is? It is not a real transport plan. 
Mr F.M. Logan: It’s a plan for public transport, which you don’t have. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is both a transport plan and a plan to house future generations. I am very excited, because 
we will be continuing to reveal details, but I am also already using the work that the minister started. It is a bit 
incomplete, a bit contradictory and not totally supported. Using that, I can say that this rail line will create 
a precinct here and one there, and we are going to be able to tell people not only that this is our rail line, but also 
that these are the new communities that we are going to build. That is a really important thing. I was down at the 
Ride2Work Day today, although I was not dressed in lycra, unlike the member for Cockburn. He was looking 
good and he got a lot of attention! We started talking about bike paths. There is a constant issue about 
segregating bikes from cars and pedestrians, to a point. I am really excited about working on our new transit-
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oriented developments, hubs or precincts, or whatever we like to call them, and integrating really smart cycling 
routes into our new precincts. 
Mr J.H.D. Day: Where are these new precincts going to be? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I know the minister is keen to hear about—what is the name of our plan again? Say it twice. 
Mr J.H.D. Day: Once is more than enough, thank you. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is our Metronet plan. The minister must acknowledge that seven years with no public 
transport plan is a bit embarrassing. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: My point is that there are transit-oriented developments in many locations around the metropolitan 
area now. I suggest you drive around and have a look. They are called activity centres—another term. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I acknowledge those, but most of them were started by Alannah MacTiernan. The minister 
talks about Cockburn, but that was all developed by Alannah MacTiernan. The whole concept was developed by 
Alannah MacTiernan. The government talks about 140 William Street, but that was all Alannah. The 
government criticises it. The former member for Vasse said that 140 William Street was corrupt. Remember 
that? He said this beautiful area with all these great eateries, and the most sustainable, cost-efficient government 
accommodation in the entire metropolitan area was corrupt. The government can talk about TODs, but seriously, 
it has not done much. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Have a look at what is happening under some more progressive local governments—Claremont, 
Bassendean and Midland. The Midland Redevelopment Authority was actually established by the previous 
Liberal government. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, but the present government abolished it. 
Mr J.H.D. Day: No, we didn’t. It was absorbed along with all the others and is now part of the 
Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority, a bigger and higher-capacity organisation. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am not getting involved in a TOD-showing contest, to see who has got the best TODs! 
I was there, and I know what Alannah went through with Network City and the TODs. Everyone criticised her. 
It was quite interesting, looking at the debate about micro-blocks. Whenever we talk about small blocks, there is 
a lot of resentment, but the reality is that the community is changing. All I say is that if we have smaller blocks, 
and micro is very small, they must be built around public transport and public open space. That is my view. 
There must be some areas in particular because there will be not only single people, but also people with kids 
living in this small accommodation. Talking about housing, it is quite interesting that 40 years ago the houses 
were small and the backyards were big, and now the houses are big and the backyards are small, and a lot of the 
things that we used to go out for are now internal; people now have the home theatre or the alfresco barbecue. 
The houses are bigger and the backyards are smaller. The micro-blocks in my view really should be backing onto 
public open space or some outdoor area that people can have access to. Frankly, we can actually build some 
strong communities out of it, if it is planned right and if there is public transport. I do not like it when we see 
wholesale infill or the development of very small blocks without adequate public transport infrastructure and 
public open space, for not only children—I look at my kids and the amount of space they need for what they 
destroy on a daily basis—but also older people to be able to be active in the community. 
It is about not only the individual block, but also the community that is created. We need to focus on creating 
communities because, honestly, a 400-square-metre or 500-square-metre block these days is almost completely 
covered by a house. As I said, it is interesting that we are living under bigger roofs and have smaller backyards. 
It is important that we make sure that we get the planning and public transport infrastructure right so that future 
families and generations can continue to be housed. 
MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [6.31 pm]: I would like to contribute to the debate on the motion and pick up 
the member for West Swan’s point about the need for certainty. Although the last two strategic planning 
documents, “Directions 2031” and the current “Perth and Peel@3.5million”, contain a considerable number of 
targets that are exactly the same, there are remarkable differences in those documents between urban infill and 
proposed growth that could occur. I will give the minister an example of those differences in the area of 
Cockburn. When “Directions 2031” was released, as the minister would be aware, industry and people in the 
City of Kwinana and the City of Cockburn nearly had heart attacks, because of the proposition to put housing 
into all the areas around the edge of the Kwinana air buffer zone. Although the “Directions 2031” map that 
identified those areas of infill certainly pleased some landowners in that area, who jubilantly came into my office 
believing that they had at last struck an urban development bonanza, I had to let them down quickly and say that 
I for one would not support it and that it was only a proposition and not an actual change to the zoning of those 
areas. Nevertheless, when people see proposals on a map that come from the government, they accept them as 
though that is where we and Perth are heading. That map created a significant amount of confusion. 
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As the minister would know, companies such as Adelaide Brighton Limited’s Cockburn Cement went absolutely 
apoplectic when it was suggested that its dust-emitting, odour-causing lime cement works were about to be 
surrounded by even more houses under “Directions 2031”. 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is right. 
I agreed with both council and industry that the building proposals contained in “Directions 2031 should not 
occur in the Kwinana air buffer zone because it is a designated national environment protection measure zone. 
That zone exists for the safety and protection of industry as well as residents. However, there are areas 
temporarily within the buffer zone that are very suitable for housing. I have been trying to get them off the final 
zoning map for years. I refer to the area around Lake Coogee that was temporarily put within the buffer zone due 
to odour problems from the Woodman Point wastewater treatment plant, which has now been resolved by 
a $120 million investment in odour control technology. As the minister would know, because I have raised this 
matter with him before, the Water Corporation keeps telling the minister, “Oh no, because of our risk profile, we 
shouldn’t allow that land to be developed.” That is nonsense. The area right to the edge of the buffer is being 
developed with intensive housing on very small blocks and it is ridiculous to suggest that even if there were an 
odour problem, it would suddenly end at the buffer line. That is nonsense. As the minister knows, that issue has 
not been resolved and it is a matter that I am determined to resolve. That area is very suitable for further infill 
development. That was not proposed in the “Directions 2031” document, but it certainly is a proposition in the 
latest version of “Perth and Peel@3.5million”. 

I make the point that a lot of people in Perth, be they residents who make a submission, councils or industry, still 
believe there are inconsistencies between the “Directions 2031” document and the current strategy in “Perth and 
Peel@3.5million”. That is a problem because it is only five years between the release of one document and the 
other that says something different. 

Effectively, the latest strategic proposal for Perth in the document “Perth and Peel@3.5million” includes a target 
of 47 per cent for infill housing, which is the same target set in “Directions 2031”. It proposes linking housing, 
homes and jobs near activity centres, which the member for West Swan talked about, to public transport routes. 
It suggests that for housing diversity and affordability, 800 000 new homes will be needed by 2050. It also refers 
to a reduction on car dependency, the need for a reliable water supply and environmental assets that should be 
protected to maintain liveability for our environment and communities. I would like to go through those concepts 
and propositions, and although the targets, objectives and ambitions could be said to be laudable for any state 
government, what the current Barnett Liberal–National government has done so far completely undermines those 
laudable ambitions. I cannot see how the ambitions of “Perth and Peel@3.5million” can be achieved given where 
we are now and the foundations that are being put in place to reach those targets and ambitions. I will go through 
them one by one, beginning with the infill target of 47 per cent. The minister would be aware that a number of 
councils are picking up and running very strongly with the infill target of 47 per cent. I am aware of that not only 
in Cockburn, but also in other councils where developers and homeowners are being encouraged to look at 
further infill and density. The criticism I raise about that, minister, is the type of infill, where the infill is being 
achieved and the type of community we are creating as a result of that infill density target. Simply dividing 
blocks into two or three and whacking up houses behind existing houses does not necessarily make a community 
out of the suburbs that have grown over the last 100 years here in Perth. It certainly does not make a community. 
It is making money for existing landholders, but it is not building a community. The minister knows from 
driving around the suburbs himself that some councils’ interpretation of infill and density is simply the creation 
of more battleaxe blocks and dividing existing 600-square-metre blocks into two or sometimes three, and people 
living cheek by jowl. No amenity is added to the suburb and there is no further community benefit for the 
suburb. Whoever owns the block simply makes a fair bit of money out of it by dividing it into two or three 
blocks. Is that the sort of community we want? It is starting to achieve the target set in the “Perth and 
Peel@3.5million” report, but what sort of community are we creating? It is not a particularly nice one for the 
residents who will move into those homes. 

I refer to the target of locating homes and jobs near activity centres linked to public transport routes. In 
interjections between the minister and the shadow Minister for Housing, the minister referred to 
Cockburn Central, Midland and Claremont as examples of where some of that is taking place. That is true, but 
Joondalup, which was a planned city a significant time ago, has developed in its own way. One of the big 
problems in Joondalup, as with Wanneroo, as the minister well knows, is that although those cities were 
effectively planned, Wanneroo has been left without public transport accessibility, whereas Joondalup was built 
around planned transport accessibility. They both share the same problem of there not being enough jobs near 
those urban centres. Of the more recent developments of activity centres or hubs, obviously the most advanced 
example is Cockburn Central, where my office is on the corner of Armadale Road and the freeway. I put it to the 
minister that the success of Cockburn Central—the first of the eight-storey apartment blocks has just been 
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completed and more eight-storey apartment blocks will go up—has less to do with planning than it has to do 
with land being sold into the private sector and letting the private sector get on and do the job. I understand its 
existence comes about as a result of a planning intention. The member referred earlier to Alannah MacTiernan’s 
objective of locating urban activity centres such as Cockburn Central around Murdoch, Cockburn Central and 
Kwinana train stations. The only one that has been successful so far is Cockburn Central. I put it to the minister 
that it has been successful because LandCorp sold off all its land into the private sector and, as a result, activity 
has taken place. I can absolutely guarantee that if LandCorp had its fingers in the pie down there now, nothing 
would be happening. The reason for the difference between the success of Cockburn Central and the success of 
other urban activity centres is that government got out of the way. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: That’s a bit unfair on LandCorp. LandCorp undertakes some very good developments and 
makes them happen. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Do not get me going on LandCorp, minister. I think LandCorp is absolutely hopeless. If we 
were to run our ruler over the cost–benefit return of the developments that are done by LandCorp and the 
developments that are done by the private sector, we would find that it would not be in business. Remember, at 
the end of the day, LandCorp has been given a present from the government. As opposed to the private sector, 
LandCorp is given the land to do the development. It does not have to go out and buy it. However, it still cannot 
make a return as good as the return that is made by the private sector. We would have to question what benefit 
that organisation is to any government, both the minister’s government and our government previously. 

As I have just said, the reason Cockburn Central is so successful is the fact that LandCorp got out of it. It sold 
most of its land to Australand and Stockland and departed the scene. People are now investing in that area and 
getting on with it. The land to the north of Cockburn Central that leads up to Berrigan Drive is all privately held 
and will be privately developed, and that is going ahead without the interference of the local council and the state 
government. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: We can compare Cockburn Central with Claremont, which the minister raised as an 
example, and we again come back to LandCorp and its original intention to manage the development around 
Claremont Football Oval. That land is now being privately developed. However, LandCorp was originally going 
to develop that area, as well as the car park land outside Claremont railway station. There are some very 
expensive apartments on top of the shopping centre in Claremont. However, that does not make it an urban 
activity centre. LandCorp is involved in the land development adjacent to Claremont Football Oval, where the 
old car park is. I have said to LandCorp, “By the way, where are all the people who use the station going to park 
their cars?”, and the answer was, “Oh, there will be underground car parking for the apartments there.” I then 
said, “Will there? There are virtually 600 car bays in the current car park. How many car parking bays will there 
be underground?” LandCorp’s argument was that there will be about 350 car parking bays, and people will have 
to pay. I doubt that there will be 350 car parking bays for people who use the station, because most of those bays 
will be reserved for the people who live in those apartments. The minister will have an urban activity centre 
there, but it will be absolutely chaotic, because people who want to get to the station will have to park in the 
surrounding streets, all because of LandCorp’s greed in trying to overdevelop land and call it an activity centre. 

Midland is coming on, as the minister pointed out. I do not know much about Midland, so I will not comment on 
that. However, certainly there has not been a huge drive from this government to get those urban activity centres 
underway. I am not saying that the minister is not committed to it. The minister has spoken about it regularly 
both publicly and in this house. However, outside of the examples that we have been talking about, very little has 
happened with those areas that have been set down and designated to be an urban activity centre. Murdoch is 
a classic example. Fiona Stanley Hospital is there, St John of God Murdoch Hospital has expanded, and land is 
available for office complexes, but there are not the apartments that were supposed to have come with that. That 
land has not been opened up for apartments either. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: And it is desirable it happens, I agree, but the issue in getting a lot of these centres going is 
getting access to the capital to do the infrastructure that is necessary for subdivision to be able to occur and for 
high-quality public open space to be developed and so on. That is the challenge in a lot of cases. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I agree with the minister; his reason for it not going ahead is spot-on, because nothing can 
happen until the private sector comes in with capital investment. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Or the state makes capital available to initiate the development. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes, as an incentive. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Because there is quite a high cost, and that is of course quite a challenge, given all the debt 
issues that we have. 
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Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes, and the constraints that the government has; I agree with the minister. The only issue is 
that at the same time as that is not happening in the designated activity centres or hubs, there is still massive 
greenfield urban spread to the north and south of Perth by companies that have the capital to play a role in 
increased density but are choosing not to do so. I do not think that either the “Directions 2031” report or the 
“Towards Perth and Peel@3.5million” report has come up with any ideas or encouragement for those 
development companies to use some of their capital to focus on increased density around those activity centres. 
I just do not think that has happened. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: More, though, will happen over time, but there are plenty of other examples as well. Subiaco, 
obviously, under the former Subiaco Redevelopment Authority, still has development occurring, as does the 
Burswood peninsula and the Town of Victoria Park, for example. There are other examples as well. Around 
Canning Bridge there will be high-density development. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Eventually, yes, minister. However, the issue is whether the speed at which the density takes 
place will meet any target. It certainly will not meet the target in “Directions 2031”, but whether it will meet the 
target in “Perth and Peel@3.5million” is quite questionable because there is still an incentive for developers to 
use their capital to spread the city north and south. The minister knows that. That is why I question that target as 
well. 

I wonder whether the target on housing diversity and affordability of 800 000 new homes by 2050 will be 
reviewed, given the current state of the economy in Western Australia and the future of the Western Australian 
state economy, because not only is the demand for our resources sector down now, but also the likelihood for 
further construction is virtually zero; the likelihood for further expansion is zero; and a very strong argument is 
a being put that it will continue for many years and possibly a whole decade. 

As part of an Economics and Industry Standing Committee investigation, I attended a briefing by 
Wood Mackenzie, the global energy strategists from London that has its overview here in Perth once a year. Its 
assessment for Australia, and particularly for Perth, for future liquefied natural gas developments is absolutely 
nil. That overview is for not only Perth and Western Australia, but also around the world because the world is 
facing an absolute glut of gas between 2022 and 2025 and beyond that. Its argument is that if we do not have our 
LNG plant committed to now, it ain’t going to happen because we will have no customers, as there will be so 
much cheap gas washing around the world by 2022. If we are looking at those periods, that is a decade away 
from now. If we are not having any future resource development projects that suck up the type of numbers that 
were attracted to Perth over the last 10 years, are those targets for housing real?  

Mr J.H.D. Day: It is not so much a target as a prediction. There will be that approximate increase in population 
but, of course, it may be less or it may be more. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I am not asking the minister to go off and do another paper like “Towards Perth and 
Peel@3.5million”, but I put it to the minister that those predictions should be reviewed by government, and 
whether it is this government or a Labor government, government is obligated to review those figures for the 
purpose of planning for the future. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: There will be a lot of changes that happen in the economy over the next 30 years or so that will 
determine that. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is for sure. I refer to other issues that were raised as part of Perth and Peel@3.5million 
and note that reliability of water supply was a particular issue. Of course, we can thank the commitment by 
Premier Geoff Gallop to move from our reliance on underground aquifers and dams to desalination technology. 
As the minister knows, because he was in the house at that time, that was done amid a great deal of criticism 
from the minister’s side of the house when in opposition that hyper-saline water would destroy Cockburn Sound 
and it would cost too much energy. I was also here and I remember the arguments put up by the minister’s side 
of the house. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Kim Hames will remind us that plans for desalination were being developed when he was water 
minister. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The Minister for Health reminds us that anything that happened in Western Australia over 
the last 40 years was his idea! There is not too much that was done by either side of the house over the last 
40 years that he will not claim was his idea! As we know, there are a few people in society who are like the 
Minister for Health in making claims after the event.  

Geoff Gallop made sure that that first desalination plant was built and then allocated the funding and put 
construction in place for the second desalination plant, and the additional third train was initiated by this 
government. Had that not been taken up and pushed through by the Gallop government, I cannot imagine the 
situation we would be in today. It would not be a question of population expanding to 3.5 million by 2050; we 
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would be struggling today to be able to deal with our own water crisis had that investment in desalination not 
taken place. Again, achieving water sustainability with the reinjection plans for the northern aquifer came from 
Labor. It was Geoff Gallop who announced the reinjection program and cut the ribbon on that program that, 
along with desalination, will enable Western Australia to achieve a doubling of the population of Perth with 
available and sustainable water supplies. This is courtesy of former Labor governments. 

I find the target for protecting environmental assets laughable when we have a Minister for Transport wanting to 
build the Perth Freight Link by chopping up the suburbs of southern Perth. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: It is a great pity you deleted the Fremantle eastern bypass, which had been in the metropolitan 
region scheme for 40 years. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: We did that, but the minister will remember that we deleted the Fremantle eastern bypass for 
a very good reason. We were planning for the outer harbour and to put a lot more containers on rail. That was the 
reason it was done, but that policy was reversed. It was reversed because Mathias Cormann came to this 
government and said the federal government would give it this money as long as it achieved microeconomic 
reform. We know exactly what is behind the Perth Freight Link—it was microeconomic reform. 
Mathias Cormann was insisting on the state government introducing tolls and privatising the port of Fremantle. 
We know exactly why, suddenly, the Perth Freight Link came shooting out of the box and $900 million landed in 
the government’s lap. Picking up that proposition and the $900 million flies in the face of some of the targets 
contained in the government’s own “Towards Perth and Peel@3.5million” document. The North Lake wetlands, 
one of the jewels in the environment of the southern suburbs, is about to be trashed by a six-lane highway. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 
__________ 
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