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KARRAKATTA CEMETERY RENEWAL PROGRAM 
Statement 

HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [6.28 pm]: I realise that the Minister for Local Government 
would like us to be focused on his Local Government Legislation Amendment Bill over the next two weeks. Although 
that may well be a priority for the minister, I have serious concerns about another of his portfolio responsibilities—
namely, Karrakatta Cemetery and its ongoing renewal process. Members will recall that I spoke at some length on 
this issue in November last year. I do not intend to rehash what I said on that occasion, other than to note that the 
minister responded with an offer of a tour of the cemetery in company with senior Metropolitan Cemeteries Board 
officials, and I was only too happy to accept. The tour, which took place in January, was certainly informative and 
I was impressed to note that the MCB seemed more inclined to compromise than was the minister. The MCB CEO, 
Mr Peter Deague, and marketing manager Mr Andrew Fox, went to some lengths to stress to me that although the 
legislation allows for two allocations of 25 years per family, tenure can and often is extended by a further 25 years 
upon application, and at a non-prohibitive cost. If I understand Mr Deague correctly, that is a fairly normal process 
from the MCB’s perspective, and one that would allow a gravestone to remain in place during any renewal. 
I should note that I have spoken to and corresponded with family members who tell me a different story, but I will 
take the MCB representatives at their word, just as I expect them to be held to it going forward. 

The MCB seemed almost keen to extend advertising for renewal, citing interstate examples in which full-spread 
colour advertisements had been taken out in major newspapers. That was another point on which we saw eye to 
eye. They, like me, seemed to be of the opinion that although a small black-and-white advert in the back pages of 
The West Australian doubtless meets the statutory requirements of the Cemeteries Act, it equates to very little 
meaningful coverage in this day and age. 

Finally, I was encouraged by the number of military graves that had been left in situ, with redevelopment taking place 
around them. I think I acknowledged when I last spoke on this issue that there is the technical definition of a war 
grave, and there is the less formal, family consideration to be borne in mind. During my tour, I was pleased to see 
one gravestone, which had been left in situ, commemorating two fallen diggers whose physical remains were buried 
in France. That the MCB is willing and able to accommodate requests from families who find themselves in that 
sort of position is laudable and, I am sure, much appreciated by surviving relatives and the wider community. 

What is less laudable, however, is the minister’s response to a summary of my tour, which I sent him in February. 
Given what I had learnt from the MCB, I made four considered suggestions as to how we might assuage the fears of 
families who remain concerned about their loved ones’ graves. I do not think I was overly radical in my suggestions; 
indeed, most of them would simply codify what already takes place, and in so codifying, offer a level of certainty 
to members of the public. I suggested that the ability to renew more than once be written into the act. The MCB 
was keen to assure me that it can and does happen, so I suggested reflecting that in legislation. I suggested that the 
MCB be encouraged to advertise more widely the facts about renewal and the processes around it. 

The MCB seemed receptive to that idea—indeed, eager to see it done—so I suggested that ministerial support and 
encouragement would be fitting. I suggested that the onus as it relates to gravestones bearing military inscriptions 
be reversed. At present, it is for the surviving relatives to request that a headstone be retained and worked around. 
I do not think that is appropriate going forward. Many of these diggers fought in the First World War and may no 
longer have close family to fight for them. If, as the MCB suggests, it is standard practice to work around these 
graves when notified of them, it should be no hardship to say that no grave with a military service inscription will 
be removed unless extenuating circumstances exist, in which case the minister should be required to sign off on 
that removal. That would honour the service of our men and women in uniform, and ensure the safety of their 
gravestones going forward. 

Finally, I suggested that it was long past the time for the Cemeteries Act to be reviewed. It was brought in back in 
1986 and in the 33 years since then it has not been subject to any significant level of public scrutiny. Given the 
large number of people who write to the minister and write to me, and doubtless write to other members in this 
and the other place, I think there is more than enough public interest to warrant a review and to allow members of 
the public to have their say for and against renewal as we currently understand it. 

The minister’s reply was telling; he said he was pleased that I had enjoyed my tour. I am pleased that he is so 
easily pleased. He certainly was not pleased enough to agree to any of my suggestions. He felt that the board was 
doing quite well on its own, without any need for ministerial intervention. He also refused to be drawn on a review 
of the act, beyond conceding that one was due. To paraphrase, “Thank you for your concern. Now go away and 
leave me in peace.” I am sorry to tell the minister and this house that I have no intention of leaving him in peace 
on this matter. I am still receiving regular correspondence from members of the public who are appalled at the 
very idea of renewal. I want us to do something about it. They are not being unreasonable, just as my suggestions 
to the minister were not unreasonable. They are simply asking for a forum in which their views can be properly 
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expressed and considered and for certainty within the legislation. What they are not asking for is to be dismissed 
with the same old, same old attitude of a man who, if I may remind the house, said—it is in Hansard for all to 
read—that this is an issue of great concern and called upon his predecessor to immediately intervene and direct 
the board to halt its program of renewal. Ahead of a full and public review, I am afraid I will settle for no less than 
what the minister himself called for in 2013. He needs to intervene and he needs to intervene now. I have done the 
hard work for him. I have outlined four ways in which, with little effort, he can make a difference. He can start by 
announcing the date on which the Cemeteries Act will be reviewed. I will leave him in peace, just as soon as he 
has assured me that those lying in Karrakatta Cemetery will be afforded the peace that they and their families so 
obviously deserve. 
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