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HOPE VALLEY-WATTLEUP REDEVELOPMENT BILL 2000 
Third Reading 

MR KIERATH (Riverton - Minister for Planning) [12.41 pm]:  I move - 

That the Bill be now read a third time. 

MS MacTIERNAN (Armadale) [12.42 pm]:  I wish to mention a few matters that have occurred since we 
completed the second reading debate on the Hope Valley-Wattleup Redevelopment Bill 2000.  The minister 
released this morning a copy of a survey conducted in the Wattleup area, which he now says vindicates his 
decision to close the town of Wattleup.  In the Opposition’s view, that was a very curious conclusion of that 
survey.  It is certainly true that 57 per cent of people said that they were willing to sell and that they would be 
prepared to sell now.  However, people want to sell their properties precisely because the minister has made it 
very clear that government policy is to close down the town.  The majority of those respondents indicated why 
they wanted to sell, and their primary concern was the falling price of land in their area caused by the planning 
blight imposed over the Hope Valley-Wattleup area.  I do not believe the minister can draw the comfort he does 
from this survey, when he says that this is in accord with the wishes of the people.  The most reasonable 
conclusion that can be drawn from this survey is that people have accepted that the Government will go ahead in 
spite of the residents’ desire to retain their community.  The residents have recognised that it is all over and they 
are likely to have to move out. 

It is also clear from the discussions I have had with many of the people in the Hope Valley-Wattleup area that 
they knew that once the move was on, houses would become vacant in their area and that would drive down the 
prices.  However, more importantly, it was also destroying the community fabric that made living in Wattleup an 
attractive proposition.  The notion of a small community in which people stuck together was of course being 
destroyed by the way people were being pressured into moving out of that area.  People could see the writing on 
the wall and have, admittedly on the basis of this survey, said the Government has won, it has destroyed their 
community and they will move out. 

I note that in the minister’s summary of the survey he did not make reference to one of its most interesting 
features.  I will read this section of the survey summary into Hansard - 

Families with primary school students were more likely not to want to sell.  Clearly the existence of a 
local primary school would be a big incentive for some people not to move. 

The survey summary went on - 

Of all the people with primary school aged children, some 62% did not see that they would be moving 
in the next twenty years. 

Therefore, 62 per cent of those people with primary school aged children wanted to stay in those communities 
compared with only 16 per cent of the total sample who had that same view.  The survey makes this somewhat 
alarming conclusion - 

Should this school close it could be assumed there people would be more likely to move. 

We might get a taste of what the Government is looking at.  In light of those statistics, showing that 62 per cent 
of people with school aged children do not want to move in the next 20 years, can the minister tell us the 
Government’s plans for the ongoing existence of the Wattleup Primary School?  Alternatively, will the 
Government - which is implicit in the comment in the survey - turn these people around by simply closing down 
the school?  That is an alarming prospect, particularly given that the minister has said over and over again that 
the Government will not force anyone to leave.  Effectively, if the community fabric is destroyed by the 
Government purchasing many of the houses and pulling them down, and taking away essential services such as 
schools, it will achieve that end.  I do not think the minister should delude himself that people are doing this 
because they want to; it is rather because the Government is committed to the destruction of their community. 

I now refer to the question of compensation.  The survey produced by the minister this morning makes it clear 
that the primary concern of those people, who have decided to raise the white flag and who have said they will 
move out, is that they receive decent compensation.  The member for Cockburn, during the consideration in 
detail stage of this Bill, put forward an amendment and spoke at some length on the need for a fairer 
compensation system for the people in these areas.  He expressly pointed out that, because of the planning blight 
that had hung over this area for at least a decade, there had been a real decline in market prices.  Simply going to 
market prices would not give a fair outcome.  Effectively the prices have been driven down by government 
policy, and it would be inappropriate to use those prices as the benchmark for providing fair compensation for 
the affected people.  The member for Cockburn moved an amendment to basically ensure that the base price 
would be sufficient to buy a similar property in the area.  The amendment stated that “where the calculation 
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envisaged . . . cannot be practically made the Valuer General will determine an amount which in his opinion is 
sufficient” and “an additional amount of 10 per cent of the amount calculated in paragraph (a) or (b) to 
compensate property owners for inconvenience”. 

We heard only three sentences of response from the minister during that lengthy debate.  He was obviously not 
prepared to engage in any substantial debate on these issues.  The minister said that because this amendment was 
moved to be inserted at the end of clause 34, and because clause 34 relates to compensation for injurious 
affection and not acquisition, it does not make much sense.  He said it set a dangerous precedent in relation to 
compensation for both compulsory and negotiated acquisition.  I do not know why providing fair compensation 
for a community whose whole lifestyle has been destroyed is a dangerous precedent.  

The claim being put forward by the member for Cockburn was not extreme in any way.  The minister stated - 

The Act under which LandCorp operates provides that a solatium is applicable if a property is resumed.  
As I said earlier, we cannot see any reason to resume.  If that were the case the people involved would 
be paid a solatium.  

The minister is really saying that the Government is not prepared to even talk about the issue of compensation.  
If land is resumed, it will be done under the standard LandCorp provisions which will obviously be based on 
market value.  It has been said time and time again to the minister that this is a special case because the prices 
have been driven down.  There has been a marginal recovery in the past year but the prices are still well and truly 
below those of comparable properties in adjoining areas.  The minister has not accepted the principle that, far 
from being fair, it is unfair because of the particular circumstances affecting the area.  Even with negotiated 
settlements, the minister was not prepared to look at those principles.  It is my view that there was nothing 
inappropriate about the siting of the amendment by the member for Cockburn.  It was a perfectly reasonable and 
properly located amendment. 

I have since been able to obtain a copy of a legal opinion provided by one of Perth's pre-eminent planning 
lawyers, Denis McLeod, to the City of Cockburn.  Unfortunately, it is a document that was not in my possession 
previously.  In the opinion, Mr McLeod calls into question the adequacy of the compensation provision in the 
Bill.  The opinion may appear somewhat dry but it is very important to people in the Hope Valley-Wattleup area 
who are about to see their community disappear.  Mr McLeod believes there is a problem because the Town 
Planning and Development Act referred to in the Bill before us refers only to land which is zoned or classified; it 
does not refer to land which is reserved. 

Mr Kierath:  Where was the opinion sent? 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  To the City of Cockburn.  I quote - 

Cl.34(1) follows to a limited extent the precedent of s.36(1) of the Metropolitan Region Town Planning 
Scheme Act 1959 (“the Scheme Act”) in that it imports the operation of some parts of s.11, and all of 
s.12 of the Town Planning and Development Act 1928 (“the Planning Act”) into the Bill.  Whereas 
s.36(1) of the Scheme Act incorporates all of ss.11 and 12, cl.34 of the Bill incorporates only ss.11(1) 
and (4) of the Planning Act.  Conspicuously it omits s.11(2) which allows for betterment claims, and 
s.11(3) which allows claims for compensation on the alteration or revocation of a planning scheme by 
order of the Minister. 

More importantly - 

S.34(2) deals with land which is reserved, zoned or classified for a public purpose.  It is interesting that 
the three terms “reserved”, “zoned”, and “classified” are used.  For the purpose of the Planning Act, 
only the terms “zoned” and “classified” are used, and the term “reserved” is not used in the Planning 
Act.  It is however used in the Scheme Act, and that has led to the possibility of it being argued that the 
reservation of land under a scheme does not amount to a zoning or classification for public purpose 
only, within the meaning of s.36(3) of the Scheme Act.  That was a proposition put forward by the 
Town Planning Appeal Tribunal in the appeal Renstone Nominees Pty. Ltd. v. MRPA. 

The effect of s.34(2) for practical purposes for people seeking compensation by reason of the operation 
of the master plan made under the Bill is that a modified version of s.36(3) of the Scheme Act will 
apply, so that compensation will not the claimable when the master plan has the effect of reserving, 
zoning or classifying land for a public purpose, but will apply when an application for development 
approval on land reserved, zoned or classified for a public purpose is refused development approval, or 
is given development approval subject to an unacceptable condition. 

Mr Kierath:  May I be given a copy of that document? 
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Ms MacTIERNAN:  Of course.  I am surprised that the commissioners of the City of Cockburn have not 
advanced the minister one.  Heads will roll!  The point being made in the opinion is that there is a hole in the 
compensation provisions. 

Mr Kierath:  Were you given a copy by the City of Cockburn? 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I acquired a copy.  It was not given to me by the City of Cockburn.  It was given to me by 
the residents’ groups.  As one would expect in a democracy, the City of Cockburn’s ratepayers have a right to 
expect that the commissioners would provide them with legal advice that has been provided to the 
commissioners and which has been paid for from council rates.  I see nothing improper about the residents of the 
City of Cockburn having access to the legal advice for which they have effectively paid. 

Mr Kierath:  I was only asking. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  It was the tenor of the minister's questioning.  We know that the minister has been placing 
some limitations on the commissioners’ providing information. 

Mr Kierath:  I do not know why the member was given a copy but I was not. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  It is possibly because I have a better relationship with the community there. 

Mr Kierath:  The member has put it to good use. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The crux of the problem with this legislation is the compensation provision.  Under the 
master plan, where land is set aside for public purposes, the owners have no right to claim compensation.  
Owners have to submit a bogus development application that must then be refused before grounds for 
compensation can be established.  It is clearly a nonsense to require people to go through that absurd process.  I 
presume that it is a drafting oversight on behalf of the Government and I would be curious to know which 
lawyers the minister consulted. 

Mr Kierath:  I only use lawyers from Crown Law. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  It is possible that there has been oversight in the drafting, but it is an important oversight 
and needs to be attended to. 

Mr Kierath:  Once I have a copy of the legal opinion, I will follow it up. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I am glad about that but it is only one aspect of the legal opinion.  There are a number of 
other issues.  Obviously, I will need to check with the people who provided it to me. 

Mr Kierath:  Under the standing orders of this House, I seek to have tabled the document that has been quoted 
from extensively. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I think documents can only be requested from a minister, not from a private member. 

Mr Kierath:  No.  When I was an opposition member in this House, I was asked to table papers. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The current standing orders state that only ministers can be requested to hand over 
papers.  In the case of private members, it is up to them. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I propose to ask the people who provided me with Denis McLeod's opinion if they are 
agreeable to my providing it to the minister.  If they are, I am prepared to provide the minister with a copy. 

Mr Kierath:  I guess the point is that if you were serious about me, as a minister, taking that into account, you 
would make it available.  If you are not, I just have to say that it is part of the gamesmanship you play, but I will 
not entertain it seriously.  If you really want me to do something about it, you will bring it to my attention. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I have brought the issue to the minister's attention. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The member can lay the document on the table for the day. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Yes.  I wish to do that.  However, I believe that I have an obligation to check with the 
people who provided it to me that that is appropriate.  I cannot see that it would be a problem.  At the very least, 
even if there were a problem with doing that, we have set out in detail the text of that opinion. 

Mr Kierath:  You have set out the bits that you want to tell us.  Often in these opinions there are other bits that 
you may not want to tell us.  

Ms MacTIERNAN:  There are other bits that do not relate to compensation. 

Mr Kierath:  As I said, if you are genuine and serious and you really want me to do something about it, you will 
make it available to me.  If you do not make it available to me, I must accept that you are not serious about it. 
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Ms MacTIERNAN:  If I were a minister in charge of a portfolio and I had been alerted to a serious problem 
about an interpretation of the legislation - 

Mr Kierath:  We know that you will not tell us all that is in that document which I would ordinarily need to look 
at.  You offer it to me and I will have it checked out; it is as simple as that. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  All right.  The minister can do what he likes.  He must get this legislation through the 
Legislative Council.  If he, out of an act of petulance, decides that he will not take up this issue, may the blood 
be upon him and upon his children, as is said in the classics.  Certainly, I will approach the people who provided 
me with this document, and if they are happy for me to provide the minister with a copy of it, I will do so 
forthwith. 

Nevertheless, the text of the issue has been raised here. A real concern is that because of the lack of symmetry 
between the provisions of the Town Planning and Development Act that have been extracted for these purposes, 
and the provisions of the metropolitan region town planning scheme that have been plucked out and put into this 
legislation, we have created a problem.  They are not identical and have entrenched within them different 
concepts.  When land is reserved for public purposes, people will not have a right to compensation unless and 
until they go through the artificial device of putting forward a development application, which they have no 
intention of proceeding with, in order to get a refusal.  That, in turn, will activate the claim for compensation.  
That is a technical problem that should be addressed.  However, the more substantial problem is that there is 
nothing in this legislation now because of the rejection of the amendment of the member for Cockburn in such a 
cavalier manner.  Notwithstanding the rhetoric of the minister and government members in the Legislative 
Council as they try to allay the fears of the community in that area by saying that they will make sure that there 
is fair and proper compensation, the minister is not even prepared to debate this matter in this House.  He just 
dismisses with a flick of the hand the whole concept of looking at a compensation regime for this area.  He has 
not taken into account and did not address seriously in the consideration in detail stage this issue of planning 
blight, how that has driven down the values of the properties in this area and how it would be most unfair - 

Mr Kierath:  I can show you that since we have been buying in the market, we have driven up property values by 
at least 20 per cent.  That is far more than any 10 per cent solatium that any Act provides. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I presume the minister is referring to the Wattleup property market value and CPI report. 

Mr Kierath:  No, I have further information. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Is that new and further information? 

Mr Kierath:  I have further information, yes. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  On the basis of this document which the minister tabled a few weeks ago, there was an 
increase.  Property values had probably gone back to around the level that they were 10 or 11 years ago.  At that 
time, the mean market value was around $85 000.  It had dropped down to $73 000 and had slowly built up to 
about $86 000.  At the same time, based on the consumer price index alone, there had been a 20 per cent 
increase.  Therefore, the people there were running well under the mark.  However, if the minister has other 
figures - 

Mr Kierath:  Yes.  When I sum up, I will give you the information. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  We will be interested to see those figures and to know whether the same applies to Hope 
Valley. 

Mr Kierath:  I have information on both Wattleup and Hope Valley. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I hope that during this third reading stage we will get an update of the information provided 
to us a few weeks ago. 

Mr Marlborough:  The local member has it. 

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Yes.  The principle that was being applied in the member for Cockburn's amendment was 
very important.  If the market value had increased substantially, there would not have been any practical changes 
as a result of it.  There was nothing to be lost by supporting the amendment, because the amendment would have 
only taken the value up beyond market value if the market value was not fairly reflecting what the prices were in 
equivalent adjoining suburbs. 

The Opposition again stresses that it does not support this legislation.  It supports a substantial general industrial 
development within that site.  It supports the general preservation of the air buffer zone, albeit one in which the 
boundaries are perhaps more scientifically drawn than they are at present.  This proposal is a rather 
unenlightened one.  It would have been much better to have a mosaic development with general industrial and a 
range of other uses included in the site. 
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MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel) [1.08 pm]:  Much of what has already been said about this development will in 
the next day or so be repeated in this House, but it will be repeated for very good reasons.  Although I, as one of 
the local members involved, and others support the Government's general view of creating an important 
industrial park to accommodate general industry, aspects of that development require substantial reworking.  I 
have discussed all those aspects in this Parliament and with the minister privately.  I have not seen any evidence 
to dissuade me from being concerned about this development.  

The biggest area of concern is the future of the town sites of Wattleup and Hope Valley.  Not only am I firmly of 
the view that both town sites could remain as additions to this general industrial estate of over 800 hectares, but 
also many planners would be enthralled at the possibility of existing services such as schools and the 
infrastructure that goes with urban cells and residents being within five minutes of industry.  I reiterate the 
advantages of retaining those towns.  They are existing urban cells from which people can feed into a new 
industrial estate on their doorstep.  For many years, planners have wanted to plan cities around workers living 
close to their places of work.  It overcomes many of the problems caused by motor vehicles and transportation.  
One of the great problems in the northern suburbs is that work is not available for the urban growth that has 
occurred.  As a result, there is massive daily commuting of workers into the inner city area.  One of the pluses 
for the southern metropolitan area is that many people who live in that region, particularly Cockburn, Kwinana 
and Rockingham, work there.  

The downside is that, for many years, the Environmental Protection Authority has been advising Governments of 
all persuasions that Wattleup was a planning mistake of the 1970s.  If scientific evidence on environmental 
conditions had been provided then, as it has been today, planners would not have allowed the estate to be 
developed there.  That is a valid argument and an issue from which we cannot walk away.  It is a fact of which 
the scientists are continually reminding us.  

A similar scenario applies to Hope Valley.  A further problem the minister will create in Hope Valley is that for 
some reason best known to him, he wants to not only remove Hope Valley but also to turn the 90 hectares of 
land that will be acquired by its removal into a heavy industrial estate.  I have yet to find one key existing heavy 
industry in Kwinana that sees any need for that to occur.  I will continue to ask the minister to reconsider that 
position. 

Mr Kierath:  If nobody wants to make it industrial, it will become a general commercial area. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  That is the first time I have heard the minister say that.  I am happy to accept that on 
face value.  However, unless we see evidence that heavy industrial zoning is needed, it should be removed.  I 
prefer that the town of Hope Valley remain.  However, if the Government determines that it should go, I would 
prefer that the 90 hectares were zoned general industry. 

Mr Kierath:  In our view, Hope Valley must go because of its proximity to other heavy industrial areas.  We 
could agree to leave Wattleup in place, because commercial and residential zonings can be next door to each 
other.  However, residential and heavy industrial zonings should not be together.  The existing heavy industrial 
area in Kwinana is such that it inhibits development in that area.  That is why the town of Hope Valley must go.  
We could leave Wattleup but that would not help the people of Wattleup. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  I thank the minister for those comments.  To be fair to the minister, his view on both of 
those town sites continues to be consistent.  His view was known well before the Fremantle Rockingham 
Industrial Area Regional Strategy report became a public document.  The minister has always indicated his clear 
view on the future use of this part of the metropolitan area.  Equally he knows my position on the Hope Valley 
town site. 

Mr Kierath:  Agreed. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  If this Bill is passed and Hope Valley is no longer a town site, rather than waiting for a 
decision by the private sector or by government on whether the 90 hectares of land in Hope Valley should be 
zoned for heavy industry, a decision should be made now to zone it general industrial. 

I am fearful that, even under this minister, Governments will continue to underestimate the value of the already 
existing Kwinana heavy industrial estate to the State of Western Australia.  In considering its value to this State, 
Governments of all persuasions must recognise that we cannot duplicate that heavy industrial estate anywhere in 
the metropolitan area in our lifetime.  The public has made it clear that it does not want another Kwinana 
industrial estate.  

The best way to manage the existing heavy industrial estate is to keep on side politically the community, which 
includes local governments and people who live cheek by jowl with heavy industry.  Until now we have 
convinced residents, certainly in the Kwinana-Hope Valley-Wattleup area, that if and when Governments make 
decisions to allow new industry into the existing Kwinana area, they will do so cognisant of the fact that all the 
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important environmental standards are being met, thereby making the community safe.  To create 90 hectares of 
heavy industrial land some distance from the existing known heavy industrial area - about three kilometres east 
inland - will create an unknown quantity and result in people visualising Alcoa-type chimney stacks appearing 
on that piece of land some time in the future.  The worst thing is that imagery is not based on anything concrete.  
At least if some development were imminent there would be something concrete to talk about.  The imagery of 
another heavy industrial cell starts the rabbits running.  

I have been aware for many years that Kwinana Town Council, for example, has been extremely concerned that 
the heavy industrial zone does not encroach east of its present boundary.  The council knows that when the 
heavy industrial zone is moved, at some time in the future industry and Government will agree to place an 
industrial buffer zone around the area.  The creation of the buffer zone is a mechanism to prevent urbanisation 
occurring close to heavy industry.  The Kwinana Town Council sees the potential for Hope Valley to be turned 
into a heavy industrial estate, which would sterilise urban land west and east of the Kwinana Freeway.  The 
council sees restrictions being put on land which is potentially rateable and which fits into their concept of its 
town and its urban growth.  That is important to understand, because it is part of the balance that Governments 
need to maintain when looking at growth in the Kwinana heavy industrial area.  State Governments would be far 
worse off if we had a local government authority offside with the needs of the State in allowing development of 
heavy industry in such an area.  This has the potential to do that.  For all those reasons, it is a silly decision.   

If the minister gets his way, as he believes he will because he has rejected amendments designed to reduce the 
size of the estate, and the general industrial estate is 830 hectares plus, he will have problems.  That should 
indicate to the minister that it is not worth the risk of having 830-odd hectares of general industry and 90 
hectares of heavy industry.  The heavy industrial area should be only part of the existing general industrial estate.   

The other factor that continues to concern the Opposition is the size of the estate itself.  When planning 
something to cater for the next 30 or 40 years, which is what this plan envisages, there must be room for 
manoeuvring.  The Opposition believes that the general industrial estate being created under the Fremantle 
Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy report should be somewhat smaller.  I do not want to put a 
particular figure on it, but there is no doubt in my mind that we should look at increasing the environmental 
buffer zones around some of the wetlands and that consideration should be given to accommodating the present 
lifestyles enjoyed in rural Wattleup.  To put the 830-hectare site in context, it is approximately twice the size of 
the Canning Vale industrial estate, which includes the Swan Brewery and many other large enterprises.  I 
recognise that that estate is just about full - it could not accommodate another Swan Brewery - and that the State 
must plan for the next 30 years.  However, such a 30-year plan must have a level of planning flexibility.  This is 
a typical grab by LandCorp and the Department of Commerce and Trade.  

Mr Shave:  We do not grab land; we pay a fair price.  

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  I thought the minister was going to agree with me.  

Mr Shave:  I must be careful what I say.  

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  He must be very careful in what he says.  

This is a typical scenario in that this planning opportunity is being considered by only the Government and its 
bureaucrats.  It is a nice piece of land with minimal urban intrusion owned primarily by the Government.  People 
there enjoy a rural lifestyle and some are involved in industry.  It is close to the coast and, thus, to transport 
routes and port facilities.  The belief is that it should be grabbed as soon as possible for future industrial 
development, and the Labor Party generally shares that belief.  The problem is that this plan will take in the 
whole area and turn it into a general industrial estate.  The plan should be flexible.  Whether an 830-hectare site 
is appropriate is debatable.  Lifestyles and environmental issues should be given further consideration.  Were 
that to happen, I am sure there would be a smaller general industrial estate on the drawing board.   

That leads me to another crucial aspect of planning such an estate to cater for our needs over the next 30 years.  
The Opposition's preferred option is the establishment of a development authority rather than having LandCorp 
in charge.  LandCorp has very few planners, which is a concern to other government departments, such as the 
Ministry of Planning - 

Mr Kierath:  Under this arrangement, the Planning Commission and the council have some say.  A planning 
authority would preclude that.  

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  I thank the minister for that interjection.  Surely the creation of a planning authority is 
within the hands of the Government; in which case, the Government can nominate whom it wants.  That 
consultation is not excluded simply because it is called a “planning authority”.  The Opposition’s preferred 
planning authority, which would manage the area for the next 30 years, would be inclusive of key representatives 
of local communities.  
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Mr Kierath:  They do that.  The attraction of the redevelopment authority is that the planning happens at a one-
stop shop.  It does not go off to the Planning Commission or the local council.  With two local councillors on 
board, it just happens. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  It does not have to be as restrictive as that.  The Opposition would like to see local 
councils and local community groups on board, particularly those with a keen interest in the future development 
of that area.  That would include environmental groups and groups representing the town sites of Cockburn and 
Spearwood and the new estates on the industrial strip.  The Minister for Planning knows that these days 
communities are being asked more frequently to be involved in local development.  It no longer matters that the 
Government draws lines on a map 30 years in advance of the extension of a freeway or a rail system, or proposes 
to develop new ports or whatever.  When it starts to happen, or gets close to happening, the local community 
demands involvement.  There is no use Governments of the day saying that the plan has been on the drawing 
board for 30 years.  That does not worry local residents; they still want to question and participate in 
development decision-making.  This is a big estate and that will occur.  

I refer to the survey the minister has had carried out in the past two weeks.  I have some knowledge of that 
survey and I thank the minister for authorising it.  The results support the view that I have been putting to the 
minister for a number of months.  The Opposition believes that, rather than the minister’s restricting the purchase 
of houses in Wattleup and Hope Valley to the present criteria - which include a hardship clause or a barrier that 
people must overcome - the Government and the minister should be borrowing money against the future 
potential of this estate.  We all know that once it is gazetted, regardless of the size of the site, the land value will 
increase dramatically.  Six weeks ago, the minister provided information about soaring land values in the 
northern suburbs after the land use in one area had been changed from rural to general industry.  The minister 
should borrow money against that potential value of the land once it is zoned general industry, and use that 
money to buy people out now.  He should remove the hardship barrier now.  When we raised that issue four or 
five weeks ago when debating one of our seven amendments to the Bill, the minister said he would give it 
consideration.  He went further and said that if this Bill were passed, he would have the mechanism he needed to 
head in that direction.   

The minister has gone one step further from the position stated at a meeting four weeks ago, for which I 
congratulate him:  The local community made me aware that the minister carried out a survey last week which 
indicates, and supports our view of, what is taking place in the real world in Wattleup and Hope Valley; that is, 
more people want to sell their houses to government in those areas than those to whom the Government is able to 
offer opportunities.  I said four or five weeks ago that I had eight to a dozen people on my books as the local 
member who have said, “Norm, we want to sell our house, but the Government says we don’t meet the hardship 
qualification.”  I am aware that a big demand exists.  The survey carried out last week confirms that to be the 
case. 

I now outline some of the facts from the survey.  Already the Government has purchased 49 homes in the 
Wattleup town site, with a further 231 in private ownership.  The survey of Wattleup residents conducted earlier 
this month took responses from 95 private property owners, whose properties comprise about 40 per cent of the 
total number of privately owned homes in the area.  The survey found that 74 per cent of the private home 
owners in the area would consider selling their homes during the next 20 years.  Significantly, it was established 
that a clear majority of 57 per cent of private home owners were willing to sell to the Government now.  That is 
the evidence also received by local members.   

Once the decision is in the public arena, it does not matter what we talk about in Parliament as people must make 
lifestyle decisions.  Most people say, “If the Government is heading in this direction, it is a fait accompli.”  
Therefore, they need to settle their kids in new schools, seek business opportunities, retire, move elsewhere or 
whatever the case may be.  People are driven by their needs.  This survey demonstrates the facts on the ground. 

If the minister were to conduct a similar survey in the rural sector of Wattleup, he might well receive a similar 
response.  I do not know whether that has been done.  Clearly, discussions I hold with both Hope Valley and 
Wattleup residents indicate that as this debate proceeds, more people realise that the Government is the only 
genuine buyer. 

Mr Kierath:  We only surveyed the town site as those in the rural areas, as soon as it is proclaimed, will see a 
four or fivefold increase in their land value.  They will be the big winners.  Those in the town site were surveyed. 

Mr Thomas:  They will be the big losers. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  Indeed, and we have empirical evidence of that situation.  During the height of this 
debate over the last three months, people who want to sell their home, but who have had their application to sell 
rejected because they do not fit the hardship criteria, are told in their rejection letter from the department to try to 
sell it through the private system.  I have letters of evidence in my office, which I am more than happy to show 
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the minister - I am sure he has similar letters.  These letters indicate that when people try to sell their house in the 
private sector, they receive a standard letter from the real estate agent saying that he or she has no interest in 
selling the house because it is understood that the Government is looking at the entire area as it relates to the 
Fremantle Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy report.  Therefore, there is no market for the house 
unless the Government will buy it.  It is no good for an agent to convince the home owner that he or she can sell 
the house in such an atmosphere.  The agent indicates that he or she has evidence that the property cannot be 
sold elsewhere.  The survey report reads - 

Clearly, the survey demonstrates that most home owners do not want to remain in the area as some 
opponents to FRIARS would have you believe.  As anticipated by Government, the majority of home 
owners want to be able to sell their homes for a fair price and move from the area. 

People recognise that the only body prepared to offer these people a fair price is the Government because the 
private sector has already rejected them.  It is the first time I have seen a letter from a real estate agent to a group 
of residents stating that he or she does not want to sell their houses, that as a result of a plan, no-one wants to buy 
it, nobody wants to go there and advises the residents to go back to the Government to see whether it will 
purchase the property. 

The minister may get his way as he has the numbers on this floor, with a majority of seven members.  The Bill 
will probably get through the upper House with some slight changes; that is, the minister's thrust will get through 
the upper House.  Members like Hon Mark Nevill - a key player obviously - has indicated in discussions with me 
a willingness to support the minister's general thrust.  If so, the Government should borrow money against the 
proposed industrial estate as quickly as possible.  Rather than make it more difficult for people already rejected 
by the private sector to sell their home privately, and more difficult to re-establish themselves elsewhere, we 
should put in place the financial resources necessary so people can be bought out and relocate at no cost to them.  
Remove the hardship clause.  If any hardship is attached to the FRIARS report regarding Wattleup and Hope 
Valley, it is a hardship generated by Governments which have put the planning blight over both of those town 
sites.  Governments historically, with the aid of the Environmental Protection Authority, have said that people 
should live elsewhere for their own good.  We must recognise that it suited us as Governments to plan the 
Kwinana industrial estate in that way.  If this move is one, put people out of their misery and give them money 
up-front.  Families are in desperate need to be relocated.  Rather than put barriers in place, let us assist people to 
make their choices.  No-one will force them.  Therefore, people can move now if they wish rather than adopt 
some option that may exist in the next five to seven years. 

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [1.38 pm]:  I am pleased to follow my colleague the member for Peel in this debate.  
When I spoke yesterday in the Address-in-Reply, I canvassed the matter of Wattleup.  The treatment of the 
Wattleup town site residents is the greatest injustice I have seen perpetrated on people by a Government in my 
time in Parliament.  Frankly, the forms and standards of language used in the House do not allow me to describe 
my feelings about the way these people are being treated.   

At one stage I contemplated having a special screening of the movie The Castle at Wattleup.  I do not know 
whether you have seen that film, Mr Deputy Speaker; if not, I commend it to you.  The Castle is a great film 
about a group of residents who stood up and fought against a Government that wanted to push them around for 
what it perceived to be the common good - the extension of an airport.  It is worth pursuing that comparison 
somewhat.  I was not in the House today when the minister made his short ministerial statement, but I have had 
the benefit of reading it since then.  The minister said, “We have conducted a survey and have found that the 
majority of the people in the Wattleup town site want to move”, or words to that effect.  Again, the standards of 
language in this House that I observe do not allow me to describe that conclusion in the way that I would 
otherwise be inclined to describe it, but I have spent a lot of time talking to those people, and I know how they 
feel.  My colleague the member for Peel knows those people even better than I, because prior to the last 
redistribution he represented that area for many years before I had any direct association with it.   

These people have been subject to year after year of threat to the stable existence of their community.  The most 
recent threat was the publication of a report that signalled that the Government effectively intended to close 
down that area.  Prior to that, discussion papers were circulated that contained a map on which that area was 
marked with an asterisk that meant its future was under consideration.  How would any member of this House 
like to live in an area that appeared in government reports as having its future under consideration?  These 
people have also been harassed, like the people in The Castle; and, unlike the people in The Castle, a number of 
them have responded to the survey by saying, “Okay, we give up and will get out.”   

What the Government should say is, “We will keep the Wattleup town site and incorporate it into some sort of 
model industrial estate with sources of employment close by.”  The Government could also say, “We own 50 
houses in the area, and instead of putting them out for rent as leased accommodation we will sell them so that the 
owners can take them over, and we know they will look after them better.”  The Government should also give 
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the area a makeover, as it has done in Coolbellup and a number of other places, because no serious work has 
been done in that area in 10 years, and it should be upgraded instead of being downgraded as it is at present.  The 
Government should then say to those people, “You can have the option of getting back your community, and we 
will undo the damage that we have done to its reputation by acting positively, or you can sell.”  I know those 
people a lot better than the minister does, and I bet London to a brick that those people would opt to keep 
Wattleup and stay in their homes. 

The report to which the minister referred in his statement is very interesting.  However, we should not read too 
much into it; nor should we draw the conclusion that I understand has been drawn by saying that it indicates that 
those of us who want to keep Wattleup are not reflecting the interests of the residents.  In fact, we are reflecting 
the residents' thorough and well thought out interests.   

If we suppose for the purposes of the discussion that our argument does not prevail in the upper House - it 
certainly will not prevail upon this Government - we will then need to consider what these people should be 
paid.  I have advanced this proposition a number of times, and I will keep doing it so long as I have the 
opportunity and have breath in my body, because I believe a gross injustice is being done to these people. They 
have already lost their community in one sense, because the reputation and ambience of Wattleup has been 
diminished to the extent that many of the benefits that people can expect from living in that community have 
gone.  The minister has said glibly, “We are not resuming, and no-one has to move unless they are in the way of 
a road or something; they can stay there for as long as they like.”  However, that is a standover tactic.  The 
Government has already resumed their properties in practice.  The Government has gone into their suburb and 
said, “You have a nice little suburb here, but we want to do something different with it.  We believe that for the 
good of the State it should be an industrial area rather than a residential area.”   

My colleague the member for Peel and I agree that it is highly desirable to have industrial land in the vicinity of 
Wattleup, and we support the Government and agree that it is for the economic good of the State; and the 
economic good of the State is something to which we are very much attached.  However, what the Government 
is doing is saying, “We will resume your properties and town site and turn them into an industrial estate”.  The 
legal differences between resumption and what is happening in that area have no practical significance.  People 
are being forced out of their homes because the suburb is being closed down; the shops have already gone, the 
school will probably go next, and the area will generally deteriorate.  The minister can glibly say to these people, 
“You can stay on your quarter-acre block and have industry all around you”, but unless these people are very 
determined, like the people in The Castle, that is not a practical option, because it will lead to a further 
diminution in their quality of life, which has already been diminished significantly over the past couple of years.   

What we have in this case in practice is resumption.  If the Government came along and said to you, Mr Deputy 
Speaker, that it wanted to resume your house to build a road, and you were not of a mind to sell it, or you could 
not agree on a price, sooner or later the Government would resume your property, and you would then get what 
is called unaffected market value plus a solatium.  Unaffected market value is essentially what a property can be 
used for under its current zoning, unaffected by whatever may be contemplated after its resumption.  For 
example, if your house were in the way of a freeway, Mr Deputy Speaker, it would probably not be worth a lot 
now anyway, because it would already be subject to planning blight, and an estimate would need to be made of 
what the property would be worth were it not for that project.   

Wattleup has been subjected to this issue for decades.  I indicated yesterday that I used to work on the staff of the 
Minister for Planning, and in 1983, almost 20 years ago, people were saying that Wattleup had a questionable 
future; no more subdivisions were allowed, the Kwinana air modelling study was going on, and all sorts of 
things were happening.  Wattleup is an archetypal example of planning blight.  The people who built their homes 
in Wattleup in the 1960s expected that it would be like Spearwood or Munster, or any of the other suburbs 
around Cockburn, and that they would be there indefinitely.  Many of these people built archetypal 1960s-style 
houses - three bedrooms and one bathroom.  Many of these people are now in their fifties or sixties - the sort of 
people who were playing league football in the 1960s - and as they have gotten on in life they have been able to 
afford to put a family or games room on the back of their house, or a pool.  In many cases those houses are now 
substantial properties and investments in which these people take pride.   

The point I make - to me this seems so obvious and so just that I cannot understand how members of the 
Government cannot be moved by this fact - is that if these people were to replace their home with one in an 
adjoining suburb, they would be at least $20 000 or $30 000 behind the eight ball.  It would cost a person with a 
three bedroom brick and tile home in Wattleup with a games room and a pool at least an extra $20 000 or 
$30 000 to buy a similar property in Spearwood. How can the Government say that is fair?  The Government 
says that a Hope Valley property is worth only so much, which is $20 000 or $30 000 less than an equivalent 
home elsewhere would cost to enable the owner to maintain an equivalent lifestyle.  The Government says that 
the owner has two options:  To remortgage to buy a property of an equivalent value so they can have a house 
with a pool or games room or they can go and live in somewhere like Armadale. Many Wattleup residents are at 
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a stage of life when they do not want to take out a mortgage because they are either retired or contemplating 
retirement in the next five or six years.  Those people do not want to live in Armadale.  They want to live in an 
area similar to the area they live in now - near the sea and reasonably close to Fremantle.  They want to enjoy the 
quality of life that they have been enjoying for many years.   

Not to accept my amendment is callous, cruel and unfair.  The Government's proposal is for 800 hectares of 
industrial estate.  It is an enormous project of enormous economic significance to the Government.  It will 
continue for 20 or 30 years.  The minister's figures show 260 households in the Wattleup town site.  If another 
$20 000 were added to the price paid for each of those properties, it would add of the order of $5m to the cost of 
the project.  If it were another $30 000, it would add $7.5m to the project.  The Government will have a windfall 
from the sale of AlintaGas.  I have no doubt those funds have been spent many times in the minds of ministers 
and advisers.  I suggest that this is as good a call as any on that windfall for the public purse.  A project of 
enormous significance and benefit to the State is to be facilitated by what I have described as the resumption of 
these properties but it confers no benefit on those people.  They are entitled to be compensated at prices that will 
enable them to buy an equivalent home in Spearwood, Munster or a similar area.   

I mentioned the proposal during the committee stage.  When the minister summed up at the end of the debate, he 
pointed out that some of the areas in Spearwood are elevated and have good views and the property prices are 
higher for that reason.  He also said that in some areas people could pay an equivalent price per square metre of 
land.  My amendment said “equivalent areas”.  There are high blocks in Spearwood for sure, but there are also 
some very low ones.  Some blocks near Stock Road are higher than others near Hamilton Road and not all are 
close to the sea.  The altitude and the distance from the sea are the two variables that are most likely to affect the 
value of properties.  The minister also said that Spearwood is closer to Fremantle, which might increase its 
property prices.  I do not know whether that is the case.  I know the area well and I follow real estate values.  
Spearwood is a couple of kilometres further out from Fremantle than Hamilton Hill but has higher values than 
Hamilton Hill.  In between the two suburbs is Munster.  People in Wattleup will be $20 000 or $30 000 worse 
off on average if my amendment is not accepted. 

The minister to his credit did not advance this argument.  However, when I have spoken to his officers at 
different times, they have advanced an economic rationalist’s argument.  I am reluctant to use the term as a 
pejorative because I consider myself to be an economic rationalist.  The only alternative to being an economic 
rationalist is to be an economic irrationalist.  However, economic rationalists such as I need to recognise that 
man does not live by bread alone and that there are other aspects to life apart from money, bottom lines and 
balance sheets.  The economic rationalist’s argument against my argument for similar values is to say that those 
people bought the property only five years ago.  The reason was that they got the property cheap because they 
could not buy an equivalent home for that price anywhere else.  The economic rationalists say that they are 
seeking to make a capital gain.  I would say that is right and that they deserve that capital gain.  I say that not 
because those people went to Wattleup to speculate on the Fremantle Rockingham Industrial Area Regional 
Strategy, but simply to look for a quality of life. 

I will not name this person because I do not have the authority to do so but the minister will know the 
spokesperson for that community because she has attended meetings with the minister at various times.  I visited 
her in her home.  She owns a half duplex and has a fairly reasonable quality of life because of the property’s 
proximity to the sea and Fremantle.  I do not know what she would have paid for the property but I suspect it 
could be of the order of $50 000 or $60 000.  When she is compensated by this minister with $50 000 or 
$60 000, what on earth will she do with it?  Where would she be able to buy a property that would give her 
anything like her present quality of life?  She will not have a hope in Hades.  If she were to be compensated 
according to my formula, there would be some capital gain, but I do not think that is necessarily unreasonable.  
The Government is saying to those people with their reasonable quality of life in a town site they like that the 
Government wants to get rid of them.  Even if those people did not pay so much for their properties, they are 
entitled to say that they want to be compensated in a manner which will enable them to resume their quality of 
life in another area. 

Another matter we put forward by way of amendment, which I hope the Legislative Council will take up and 
amend the Bill, is to create a Hope Valley-Wattleup redevelopment authority.  It is interesting that the minister's 
poll did not ask the question.  However, the reason for our amendment is that people in the area have a very 
strong feeling that they are being pushed around and the Government is not prepared to give their concerns the 
priority they would like them to have.  The creation of a specific Hope Valley-Wattleup redevelopment authority 
with an office in the area - not in St Georges Terrace or Fremantle but where they live - and of which people can 
have some sort of ownership would be much more desirable. 

I see that members are now coming into the House, and the galleries are filling.  Although I am sure many of 
them are coming to listen to the balance of my speech, it would probably be most appropriate if I continued my 
remarks at a later stage.   
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Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 422.] 
 


