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HOPE VALLEY-WATTLEUP REDEVELOPMENT BILL 2000 
Third Reading 

Resumed from 16 August. 

The SPEAKER:  The member for Cockburn has had a very interrupted speech on this Bill.  He has five minutes. 

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [9.52 am]:  This has been a disjointed presentation, Mr Speaker, and perhaps I can 
be compensated for that by having a bit more time and a solatium of 10 per cent because of the disruption! 

So far in this debate I have raised two matters:  First, the formula for a base rate of compensation that people 
should be awarded to enable them to buy an equivalent property in an adjoining suburb.  They will then be able 
to maintain their quality of life if the Government resumes their homes for industrial purposes and for the good 
of the State. 

I also argued, as did my colleague the member for Peel, for a dedicated Hope Valley-Wattleup redevelopment 
authority.  This Parliament has set up authorities for Subiaco, East Perth and Midland where extensive 
redevelopment projects have occurred.  The Hope Valley-Wattleup redevelopment will be the largest 
redevelopment project in Australia which will take place over 30 years.  It is essential that it occur in harmony 
with the people who currently live there and with the people who live in the adjoining suburbs, and that those 
people have confidence in the project.  Confidence is more likely to exist and to be enhanced if a dedicated 
authority is established with an office in the area to which people can relate to readily.  I have given an example 
of an initiative already implemented by the Minister for Planning in his setting up a shop front in the area and the 
goodwill that that initiative generated.  I draw a favourable contrast between that initiative, to which people are 
relating positively although they may not agree with it, and the controversy surrounding the way in which the 
Department of Commerce and Trade managed the proposed redevelopment of Jervoise Bay. 

I wish to raise a third matter of a solatium, which is severable from the formula for compensation and must be 
addressed separately.  When I suggested to the minister and some of his officers that the formula under which it 
is proposed to acquire properties and compensate people is inadequate, a suggestion was made that they could be 
paid a solatium; that is, a payment of 10 per cent in addition to the price of the property to compensate for the 
loss of value.  I make the point that a solatium is severable and separate from compensation.  A solatium would 
compensate people for the inconvenience of having to move when they would not otherwise want to move and to 
where they would not be inclined to move were it not for this project.   

The minister crowed about part of his survey, which indicated that a proportion of the people surveyed thought it 
possible that they may move some time in the forthcoming five years.  I say to that: So what?  The average time 
in which people own a home in our community is five years.  It is obvious that a survey of people in any area 
asking if they want to acquire a new home in five years will produce a high “yes” rate.  I find that statistic 
surprising.  I have lived in the same house for 30 years and cannot contemplate moving; I guess I am fairly 
stable.  However, a large number of people do move, and the fact that the survey showed that a proportion of the 
Wattleup people contemplate moving in five years is of no great significance.  It does not in any way rebut the 
argument that there should be a proper formula for compensation to enable people to buy an equivalent home in 
an adjoining suburb; and, in addition to that, a solatium to compensate them for the inconvenience of having to 
move when they would not otherwise be inclined to do so. 

Also, importantly, it is most desirable that a dedicated authority be established whose only task is to redevelop 
the Hope Valley-Wattleup area and do so to world’s best standards.  If the organisation is dedicated to that 
purpose and that is its sole aim, the area will receive better treatment than if a large department with an extensive 
portfolio manages it. 

MR KIERATH (Riverton - Minister for Planning) [9.57 am]:  I thank the members for their comments.  I shall 
refer to the last two points and return to the individual issues raised by members. 

First, we must consider the issue of a separate authority in context.  LandCorp’s main purpose is to develop 
industrial land for the State.  Its forerunners were involved in Kwinana, Canning Vale, Wangara and Oakajee.  
Wangara is currently being developed and Canning Vale has virtually been completed.  Most members would 
say that LandCorp’s expertise in this area is second to none.  When it comes to producing industrial land, it is the 
peak industrial land body in this State. 

The member for Cockburn referred to other redevelopment authorities in simplistic terms.  The circumstances of 
those authorities are different.  Their role was to take clapped-out industrial land and turn it into residential land.  
That role brings with it a range of different criteria and requirements; whereas, in this case, the requirement for 
turning either residential or rural areas into industrial land is the main object of LandCorp and is part of its core 
function.  That is the reason that there is no need for a redevelopment authority in this case. 
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However, if we go down a redevelopment authority path, we will place all the powers for redevelopment into the 
hands of that authority.  Redevelopment authorities are not democratic institutions.  By going down the path we 
have gone down in this instance, LandCorp, the number one industrial land developer in the State, will take on 
the redevelopment.  Private development will still be allowed; therefore, LandCorp will not have a monopoly or 
exclusive right to the land.  Other people can develop the land and at the same time the Western Australian 
Planning Commission and the local council will be involved in the approval process.  I believe this is a much 
more democratic process and much better for community members who will have a much greater say in what 
will happen than if we go down the path of a redevelopment authority. 

I guess that is the irony.  This is the best option to include the input from the public and the community.  If one 
did not want input, one would go down the path of the redevelopment authority.  I will touch upon the issue of 
prices.  We have heard talk about solatiums and I will tell members the facts.  I have given members the median 
10-year home price changes for both Wattleup and Hope Valley for houses bought and sold during that time.  
The change for Wattleup over 10 years was only 7.5 per cent and in Hope Valley it was 36 per cent from June 
1989 to June 1999.  Since the WA Planning Commission has been in the market buying only houses in the 
hardship category, prices have gone way beyond any solatium.  The average price in Wattleup has increased 
from $86 000 to $103 500, an increase of 20.35 per cent.  Having a government buyer in the market place for 
just the hardship cases has doubled any solatium price and prices have risen by over 20.35 per cent.  Prices in 
Hope Valley have risen 22.5 per cent, from $120 000 to $147 000.  If the Government had not been buying, there 
would not have been a 20 per cent lift in real estate prices.   

Since June 1999, over a period of 13 months, the Government has been buying properties.  Because the 
Government is a guaranteed buyer and tries to help out people experiencing hardship, prices have risen 20 per 
cent and that is a far greater increase than the 10 per cent it would otherwise have been.  The point I make is that 
these increases are substantially in excess of the percentage of solatium provided for under the Land 
Administration Act, compared with the Hope Valley-Wattleup Redevelopment Bill, in instances of compulsory 
purchases.  The difference needs to be defined.  I agree that if the Government must compulsorily acquire land, it 
must pay a premium for that compulsory acquisition.  However, where land is bought voluntarily in a transaction 
between a willing seller and buyer, I do not believe it should. 

Mr Thomas:  They are not willing at all; they are being intimidated.  

Mr KIERATH:  They are not being intimidated.  What did the member for Cockburn do about it?  The member 
opposite wants these people to dwell in a planning blight.  The Government is the only group to help these 
people.  As their local member, the member for Cockburn should be ashamed of his conduct over this issue.  If 
the Government had not taken them out of this situation, they would not have had that 20 per cent increase, and 
they would be left to wallow in the misery the former Government imposed on them.  When the member worked 
for the Government, he never had the courage to do something for these people.  This Government has the 
courage to do something and is doing it.  Even before the passage of this Bill, when the Government was in the 
market place buying and selling, it lifted prices by 20 per cent.  The Opposition should congratulate this 
Government for that, not criticise it.  I just cannot believe the attitude of some members of this House.    

The member for Armadale raised some issues that I will put on the record.  One issue concerned the legal 
opinion of Dennis McLeod, which I have already covered.  If the member were serious about it, she would have 
given that opinion to me.  This clause relates only to compensation for injurious affection; it does not relate to 
compensation for compulsory acquisition.  Again, it is a misunderstanding of the provisions.  It is interesting 
how the Opposition puts a twist on the definition and does something different.  This clause is exactly the same 
as that used in the East Perth, Subiaco and Midland redevelopment Acts and authorities.  The member for 
Cockburn is silent on that issue. 

Mr Thomas:  This land has been down-zoned and the minister knows it.  

Mr KIERATH:  As to the statement made by the member for Armadale regarding bogus development 
applications where land is reserved for a public purpose, the right to claim compensation is triggered by one of 
the following:  The refusal of the development authority, approvals which are subject to unsatisfactory 
conditions or on the sale of the land.  This system is well established and has formed part of the compensation 
provisions of the Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act since its commencement in 1959.  The 
provisions are tried and proved.  There are no tricks in this compensation provision.  Compensation is payable 
where land is reserved for a public purpose and the master plan permits development on land for no other 
purpose except a public purpose or where it prohibits the continuance of a non-conforming use.   

The member for Armadale also said that provision for compensation on compulsory acquisition or negotiated 
purchase was inadequate.  If land needs to be compulsorily acquired, an opportunity for the payment of a 
solatium exists under section 241 of the Land Administration Act.   There is no need for extra compensation on 
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negotiated purchases, as it can be factored into the purchase price.  I have given members evidence of that 
having occurred already. 

Mr Thomas:  Is that money enough to buy an equivalent home in an adjoining suburb?  

Mr KIERATH:  I provided information as to where one could buy equivalent houses. 

Mr Thomas:  They do not want to go to Leda; they want to go to Munster or Spearwood, and that is a legitimate 
aspiration.  The minister will not reply because he knows that he is ripping off these people.  

Mr KIERATH:  I am not ripping them off; the Opposition is ripping them off.  I have made the point that the 
member is not doing the right thing by his constituents.   

The member for Peel said that the area should be smaller, not twice the size of Canning Vale.  My reply to that is 
that Canning Vale comprises 623 hectares, whereas this area contains 900 hectares in total, of which nearly 100 
hectares is for heavy industrial use.  We are looking at 623 hectares versus 800 hectares, and again those rule of 
thumb figures do not stack up.  The member for Peel also said we need to increase the buffer around wetlands 
and provide for more lifestyle lots.  Detailed planning will take place during the formation of the master plan, 
which is when those issues should be addressed.  Lifestyle lots become more desirable the further they are from 
intensive development, whether urban or industrial development; therefore, industrialisation will reduce the 
immediate demand.   

The member for Peel also said that $50m would be provided over 10 years for hardship cases; but that is not 
right, because that money will be provided for purchases.  What is being provided now is for hardship cases.  
Without this Bill being passed, the Government is not in the market to buy everybody's house.   The purpose of 
this Bill is to give LandCorp the ability to stand in the market and buy the houses of those people who want to 
sell.  The irony is that if this Bill is not passed, people will be in the worst possible situation that they could be 
in.  

Mr Thomas:  It will create a buyers’ market. 

Mr KIERATH:  The funny thing is that a survey showed that the major reason people had not sold was that the 
market was very low and residents could not get the prices they wanted for their houses. 

Mr Thomas:  When was that?  

Mr KIERATH:  That was long before FRIARS.  That is what members opposite must understand.  If members 
want to help these people, this is the only way to do it.  The way to hurt them is to leave them in limbo.  The 
member for Peel said that no work had been carried out in that area for 10 years.  I can advise the House that in 
the past 13 months the footpaths have been upgraded, as have the communication cables, and road works have 
been undertaken.  Members opposite cannot say that nothing has been done in the past 10 years because these 
improvements have been made in the past 13 months.  The member for Peel also said that Wattleup should be 
kept as a residential area with an industrial area around it.  However, that ignores the long-term problems that 
would be created, including increasing commercialisation and home-based industries.  That would create a 
planning blight, which this Government is trying to avoid.   

I have covered all of the issues.  In summing up, I point out that the practice of the commission of buying in the 
market place has lifted values by 20 per cent, which is a bigger increase than would have occurred if nothing had 
been done.  Even if the Government exited the market in an orderly fashion, the real estate market would go 
back to where it was previously as has been evidenced by the prices in Wattleup, which moved only 7.5 per cent 
in 10 years.  Any objective person looking at that situation would say that Wattleup residents were in deep 
trouble compared with those in other areas such as Hope Valley where prices moved 36 per cent in the same 
period; that is, a factor of 500 per cent or more.  That shows the planning blight Wattleup was in.  If this Bill is 
defeated, that is the situation the poor people of Wattleup will have to face.   

Governments of all political persuasions have been going down this path.  Why do not Governments have the 
courage to do the right thing by those people and stand in the market and give them a guaranteed buyer to fall 
back on?  In the meantime, if they want to sell they can, and if they would prefer to stay they can.  That would 
seem to be the only commonsense solution.  I commend the Bill to the House.  

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr Kierath (Minister for Planning), and transmitted to the Council. 
 


