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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 10 December 2013. 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral) [5.35 pm]: I rise to speak for the opposition on the Local 
Government Amendment Bill 2013. The minister’s second reading speech alluded to the fact that amendments to 
the Local Government Act have been a long time coming. It states — 

In February 2009, the former Minister for Local Government announced an agenda to reform the local 
government sector to strengthen the structural viability of local governments. Since that time, the 
Liberal–National government has continued to press forward with these important reforms. 

A long time has passed since 2009; and it has been a rocky road—I think that is a good way to put it—and there 
have been a number of challenges on that road that has led us to where we are this evening. I will give a bit of 
history of how we got to this stage with this bill. In February 2009, the Western Australian Local Government 
Association was given six months to draw up optimal plans for voluntary mergers or, as the government 
suggested, a legislative sledgehammer would be used to force mergers. In 2010, a steering committee was 
formed and found that 61 of Western Australia’s 139 councils were unsustainable and that targeted intervention 
was required. In April 2011, the process fell over because one of only two merger proposals that had emerged 
from that process failed. The Perenjori electors used the Dadour provisions—I will speak more about the Dadour 
provisions later—to oppose amalgamation with their neighbouring councils of Mingenew, Morawa and Three 
Springs. In 2011, the then minister announced the Robson review, and on 24 June of that year, the then minister, 
John Castrilli, announced the appointment of a high-level independent panel to examine the social, economic and 
environmental challenges facing Perth. The review’s terms of reference were to — 

• Identify current and anticipated specific regional, social, environmental and economic issues 
affecting, or likely to affect, the growth of metropolitan Perth in the next 50 years 

• Identify current and anticipated national and international factors likely to impact in the next 
50 years 

• Research improved local government structures, and governance models and structures for the 
Perth metropolitan area, drawing on national and international experience and examining key 
issues relating to community representation, engagement, accountability and State imperatives 
among other things the panel may identify during the course of the review 

• Identify new local government boundaries and a resultant reduction in the overall number of local 
governments to better meet the needs of the community 

• Prepare options to establish the most effective local government structures and governance models 
that take into account matters identified through the review … 

The review was also to — 
• Present a limited list of achievable options together with a recommendation on the preferred option. 

At the time, the minister was quoted in a press release — 
… it would be the panel’s objective to submit recommendations to him by June 2012 on optimal local 
government structures or governance, resulting in the drawing of new local government boundaries. 

The press release continued — 
The panel would directly engage with the Perth community, local governments, peak bodies, and 
government agencies and departments. 

I have to say that the Robson review did some very good work. It was commissioned in June 2011 to give 
guidance on what the future process should be for the metropolitan area. I think recommendations were released 
about 16 months later. The final report was presented to the minister in July 2012. Chair of the Metropolitan 
Local Government Review, Emeritus Professor Alan Robson, AMC, stated in a letter to the minister, Hon John 
Castrilli, that the panel had unanimously made 30 recommendations in accordance with its terms of reference 
that they believed would build the strength, capacity, effectiveness and authority of local government. The 
Metropolitan Local Government Review went through quite a comprehensive process and it involved a fairly 
high-powered panel of individuals, including vice-chancellor emeritus Dr Peter Tannock, AM and Dr Sue van 
Leeuwen, chief executive officer of Leadership WA. Those 30 recommendations went to government and 
sometime later the minister provided the government response to them. Out of the 30 recommendations, some 
were supported, some were not, some were deferred and some were not supported at present, so the good work 
of the Metropolitan Local Government Review certainly was not followed in full. After that, it is fair to say that 
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the process stalled. Then, in the lead-up to the 2013 state election we had a very firm commitment by the 
Premier and his local government minister at that time about forced amalgamations. The member for Darling 
Range stated that the Liberal Party will not and does not support forced amalgamations. I quote from a press 
release from Tony Simpson, MLA, of 21 February 2013. Apparently at a Liberal Party function he said one 
thing, but afterwards made this statement correcting the record. I quote from the statement — 

I recently made some remarks at a local forum that the Liberal Party supported forced council 
amalgamations. The Liberal Party does not support forced amalgamations, I got it wrong, it was my 
mistake. I apologise for the confusion this has created. 

That was on 21 February 2013, not long before the state election in March. Also around the same time the 
Premier, Hon Colin Barnett, MLA, the member for Cottesloe, in the summer edition of his resident’s newsletter 
that he circulated, talked about local government reform. I quote from this newsletter in which the Premier 
said — 

There has been much said about local government over recent months. I have always believed that a 
combined council covering Claremont, Cottesloe, Mosman Park and Peppermint Grove makes sense, 
however claims that the State Government will use its powers to force such an amalgamation are simply 
not true. 

Therefore, we had the now Minister for Local Government saying the government would not force 
amalgamations and we had the Premier saying it. 

Hon Kate Doust interjected. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I have to say that the Premier placed on the record his long-held view that some of 
the western suburbs councils should combine; however, I am not quite sure it is correct when he says “claims 
that the state government will use its powers to force such amalgamation are simply not true”. Perhaps they are 
true this evening; however, between now and then, certain other things may have happened. That was in the 
lead-up to the state election—a very firm commitment from the Premier and his now minister that forced 
amalgamations would not happen. In fact, I believe that this issue has been raised previously in this chamber in 
some debates on broken government promises when members in the chamber were reminded that amalgamations 
would not be forced. Yet, later on it came to our attention that press releases came out saying that the number of 
metropolitan councils would be reduced from 30 to 14 by July 2015, which is in clear contradiction to the 
previous statements. The Liberal Party and the minister will say that the promise was not broken and that no 
councils have been forced, and that is certainly the case in one respect. However, we have certainly seen since 
that time lots of to-ing and fro-ing between the councils and the ministers, lots of backtracking by ministers and 
lots of overruling by the Premier when certain people have raised concerns about the process. It is important to 
raise the key point of this bill. This bill went through the other place first and, indeed, the Labor Party had a view 
in that place, which is on the record. However, I want to place perhaps a different view on the record in this 
place. When the debate happened in the Legislative Assembly in November last year there was a different set of 
circumstances. What we know since is that the minister has used weasel words to say that the government will 
not force amalgamations but it will use boundary changes to change the composition of councils in the state. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: Amalgamations by stealth. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is amalgamation by stealth, but I will not get into that at this stage; I will get to it 
in good time, Hon Alanna Clohesy. 
Hon Nick Goiran: In the fullness of time! 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: In the fullness of time, thank you, Hon Nick Goiran! 
Hon Ken Travers: One of the good things about being lead speaker is that you get the fullness of time to make 
all the comments you want! 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Thank you, Hon Ken Travers. I am a new member, so I promise members that I 
will not speak on this bill as long as say, perhaps, Hon Ken Travers has spoken on bills, because I do not think I 
would be able to contribute as well as he contributes on a range of bills. 
Hon Ken Travers: I guarantee you that at the end of your career one day you will come close! 
Several members interjected. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I appreciate the assistance honourable members are giving me; however, I will get 
back to my notes and my contribution. 
Hon Ken Travers: Have you kissed the Blarney Stone? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I have kissed the Blarney Stone, but that is a story for another day! 
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As I said, WA Labor did not oppose the Local Government Amendment Bill through the Legislative Assembly; 
however, we may do something different in this place. From my reading, the amendment bill essentially does six 
things. It adds four more members to the Local Government Advisory Board, bringing the total to nine members; 
it increases the discretion of the advisory board regarding submission periods; it provides the Local Government 
Standards Panel with a discretionary power to dismiss frivolous or vexatious complaints; and it provides for the 
withdrawal of complaints that have been made to the standards panel. There is a clarification of members’ fees 
and allowances relating to regional councils, which I do not think are related to reform, but which are part of this 
bill. The bill also ensures consistency in provisions limiting the termination payments of local government CEOs 
and officers to one year’s remuneration. In the other place, and indeed in this place, Labor has said that it is not 
opposed to additional members being added to the Local Government Advisory Board, bringing the total to nine 
members. However, we have a concern about how the members are appointed and the potential risk that the 
minister can appoint people to the board who may well be supportive of his views. I understand that out of the 
four extra members, two will be community representatives. I presume that process will be organised by the 
minister’s office and perhaps the minister in charge of the bill can answer this when she speaks at a later date. 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Sure, I am just interested to know how the process around the two community 
representatives will happen. I presume that the minister will put an advertisement in the paper and possibly 
applications will go to the minister’s chief of staff and the minister will decide who these two people will be. 
There is a question about that. The reason Labor questions the way these appointments will be made is because, 
plain and simple, we know that the government has an agenda in this area; we know it wants to get 
amalgamations done; and we know it will use stealth. What will the process be around this? How will these extra 
people be put on? 

I want to make another point about the two extra representatives from the Western Australian Local Government 
Association who will be appointed to this board. Obviously, as the minister interjected a few minutes ago, 
WALGA will go through a process to propose more names. At the moment the minister chooses two names from 
a list of nine for the appointment of two WALGA representatives on the Local Government Advisory Board. As 
a result of this amendment bill, the minister will make four WALGA appointments to the board from a list of 
12 names. I must point out that the minister will choose not only representatives on this board, but also deputy 
delegates to the board. People might think that if WALGA is going through a rigorous process and provides 
12 names to the minister, it will be a balanced process with some people on the board aligned to one party and 
some to another party so that the board will have a good mix. 

Hon Ken Travers: And the minister goes, “I want that one and that one.” 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It will not be a case of the minister picking four WALGA representatives at one 
time, because that is not how it will work. There are already two WALGA representatives on the board. Under 
clauses of the Local Government Amendment Bill, the minister will pick only two members out of the 12 names 
provided to him because the turnover will be only two. There will never be four members changing at the same 
time so that the minister could pick four from 12; he will pick only two. Really, the opposition’s concern is that 
the minister will make sure he picks only people with similar views to his. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: People with sympathy for his own views. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Perhaps sympathy with his own views. Perhaps, if I may be bold enough to say, he 
will pick Liberal Party — 
Hon Kate Doust: Puppets. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: That is Hon Kate Doust’s word. I did not say “puppets”. 

Hon Ken Travers: People who will do the government’s bidding for them. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No disrespect to the current chair of the Local Government Advisory Board, but I 
have heard people in the media and in this place refer to him as a Liberal Party apparatchik. I do believe that he 
has previously run as a candidate for the Liberal Party. Rightly or wrongly, because of his past association, that 
man has been called a Liberal Party apparatchik. He has been tarred, but certainly his views and his political 
leanings are known to us and to the community. There is therefore already at least one Liberal Party person on 
the board. 

Our concern plainly and simply is that the board will get an extra two local government representatives, which 
will provide an extra two voices. They may well be Liberal Party apparatchiks as well but certainly they may 
well be picked and placed on the board by virtue of holding similar views to the minister. It does not really give 
us confidence. Although we do not oppose the appointment of additional members, I understand that there has 
been a lot of horsetrading on adding more members. Perhaps I will go into that later, as there are only two 
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members of the National Party present in the chamber. We therefore do not oppose those extra members on the 
board — 
Hon Helen Morton: If the majority of people do support that way of thinking, why would the minister pick 
someone from a minority position? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I do not understand the question. Perhaps I might answer it in this way: my fear 
and the opposition’s fear is that the minister will place people on the board with similar views to his because, 
plainly and simply, everybody knows now what the Liberal Party’s view is on this issue. 

Hon Helen Morton: Yes, but if the majority of the people in Western Australia support that view — 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am certainly not sure that the majority of people in Western Australia support the 
view of the Liberal Party. I will refer to this later and I might refer to some of the correspondence. 

Hon Helen Morton: There was a big majority at the election on it. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Hang on! 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Adele Farina): Order, members! 
Hon Ken Travers interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: My apology, Madam Deputy President. I think by taking interjections at that time, 
it is my fault that we ended up with that hysteria. Let me just remind members that Tony Simpson said there 
would be no forced amalgamations, and the Premier in his newsletter said — 
Hon Donna Faragher: Minister Simpson. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Minister Simpson, I beg your pardon. No, it refers to Tony Simpson, MLA, in his 
press release — 

Hon Nick Goiran: Hon Tony Simpson. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am just quoting from the press release that refers to Tony Simpson, MLA, as the 
member for Serpentine–Jarrahdale, or whatever he was. 

Hon Nick Goiran: As he then was. 

Hon Helen Morton: He wasn’t the minister then. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: As he then was; correct. Tony Simpson, the current minister who was then just 
plainly and simply a member of Parliament, said that there would be no amalgamations. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! I think that if members give Hon Stephen Dawson the 
opportunity, he will be able to tell them exactly what he is trying to say, rather than everybody else imposing 
their thoughts on what he is trying to say. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. I probably should have sat down again 
when you were speaking. I beg your pardon. 

I remind members again of the minister’s statement of 21 February 2013 headed “Tony Simpson MLA: Member 
for Darling Range” — 

I recently made some remarks at a local forum that the Liberal Party supported forced council 
amalgamations. The Liberal Party does not support forced amalgamations, I got it wrong, it was my 
mistake. I apologise for the confusion this has created. 

I will not go over again what the Premier said in his newsletter. Suffice it to say that Liberal Party members went 
to the election saying that there would be no forced amalgamations. That is plainly and simply what they went to 
the election saying. Yes, they went to the election with that policy; yes, they won the election; and yes, they are 
sitting on that side of the chamber, but what have we seen since? 

Hon Helen Morton: No forced amalgamations. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: We have certainly seen Liberal Party members try. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! If Hon Ken Travers would like to make a contribution to this debate, I am 
sure an opportunity will be provided to him. Hon Stephen Dawson has the call. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 19 February 2014] 

 p247b-271a 
Hon Stephen Dawson; Hon Phil Edman; Hon Robin Chapple; Deputy President; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 

 [5] 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Madam Deputy President, I will go back, if members will stop for a second. The 
point I was making, before I was rudely interjected on by many people around the chamber, was that plainly and 
simply we have a concern about how the minister may well pick the extra members of the Local Government 
Advisory Board. There will be four new members. We have a concern about two community representatives and 
we have a concern about the two extra local government representatives because there is the potential for 
intervention. That is the first point I want to make. 

The other points are about increasing the discretion of the advisory board on submission periods. Again, the 
opposition is not opposed to these clauses. But we are concerned, I have to say, and I put this on the record, that 
given the bill has still not passed Parliament and new members have yet to be appointed, the Local Government 
Advisory Board will not be fully constituted to review submissions and to report in the time line set by the 
minister, which is to have final proposals determined by July 2014. Given that submissions to the minister or to 
the board are not due until 13 March this year, given that final proposals have to be determined by 2014 and 
given that there are five members of the board now and there will be nine members soon, we are concerned 
about the process and that there will not be a properly constituted board or enough of a properly constituted 
board to go through the work to ensure that the proposals get proper scrutiny and are sent to the minister. We do 
think that it will be a rushed job, I have to say. Proposals are due to be submitted by 13 March. If this bill gets 
through Parliament this week, obviously there has to be some sort of public process for calling for members of 
the board, and I dare say that those appointments will eventually be made by the Governor. That process may 
well drag out. It may be April by the time we have a full board. In fact, it may well be the middle or the end of 
April by the time we have a fully constituted board under the new amended act. The concern is about how these 
people will get up to speed on the issues. Bear in mind that many of these people will be new to the issues. It is 
fine for the current members of the board who are involved and who are probably looking through proposals as 
they come in now, but it is a concern that the new members will have to be brought up to speed very quickly and 
will have to make a contribution. It is fair to say that the time line is a concern. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Before we rose for the break, I was on my feet and had only just commenced 
talking, as Labor’s lead speaker on the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013, about our views on the bill. 
For those members who were not in the chamber, I will briefly recap. I had spoken, first of all, about the 
chequered history of this bill. It commenced in 2009 and there had been various stages along the way. Various 
things were trialled and there were various reports, such as the Robson report. Various steering committees were 
established and various recommendations were received by government and not accepted by government. It was 
a stalled process. I mentioned the state election and the current Minister for Local Government’s statement he 
made to a Liberal Party meeting. I also mentioned the Premier’s comments in a newsletter that he did not support 
forced amalgamations. Then I had started to talk about Labor’s view on the issue. 

Essentially, I had started off talking about the six key things that we believe would happen as a result of this bill. 
I had spoken about the concern we have about the expansion of the Local Government Advisory Board. It is not 
so much a concern with the expansion necessarily, but the process around the expansion. We have no beef with 
the fact that the board is being expanded by an extra four members—that is, two community representatives and 
two more who will come through the Western Australian Local Government Association’s process. The names 
will be given to the minister. However, I had placed on the record our concern about the process by which those 
people were picked. 

I will quickly reiterate because I believe it is important to make the point that we do have concerns, and rightly 
so, about the extra community representatives who will go on the board. In this bill there are amendments 
whereby WALGA will present the minister with at least 12 names of potential councillors who have been vetted 
or elected through the WALGA process. Then, from that process, we will see at least initially two people 
selected from that list to go on the board. Our concern was that these two people could well be picked by the 
minister’s office or by the minister by virtue of them being Liberal Party members or sympathisers. This could 
well be the minister stacking the board, essentially—putting people on the board who are of the same belief as 
him. 

Therefore, we had concerns about that process. Members who have read the amendment bill know that we will 
see four WALGA representatives on the board. Members might think, “Well, four from 12 is not too bad”, but 
we will never actually see four councillors selected at the same time to go on the board. We will actually see 
probably only one or two. We will see two initially, but in the future we may not see more than one at a time 
because, presumably, the membership will be staggered—that is, some will get five-year memberships, some 
will get three, and people who are on the board now may be changed over next time et cetera. Labor has a 
concern about that process, as we have certainly advised in the other place. The shadow Minister for Local 
Government, David Templeman, has put that on the record and the minister knows our concern about that issue. 
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The other issue with membership relates to the two extra community members being added to the board. It is not 
a concern about the fact that two extra community members are going on the board per se; it is about the process 
that will be used to pick those two community representatives. I dare say that this process will be run by the 
minister’s office. There will be an ad and the minister will get to decide who is on this board. The minister could 
well go about choosing two people who he knows are of the same persuasion or have the same view as he does. 
Even if he is not directly partisan, how it looks to those outside is problematic. Perception is a very important 
thing and the perception of many people will be that he has picked people by virtue of them being members or 
sympathisers of the Liberal Party. We are not opposed to additional members, but we remain concerned that the 
minister has the power to appoint people supportive of his views. 

The opposition is not opposed to the clauses concerning increasing the discretion of the advisory board regarding 
submission periods. I had just started on this point before the dinner break. We are concerned that given the bill 
has not passed through Parliament and new members are yet to be appointed, the Local Government Advisory 
Board is not fully constituted to review submissions et cetera and to report in the time line set by the minister to 
have final proposals determined by July 2014. I said before the break that submissions to the board close on 
13 March. If we get this bill through fairly soon, a recruitment process will have to start. I presume that we 
would have to advertise for extra members on the board for at least four weeks. Consideration might take two 
weeks and the names would have to go before the Governor for tick-off. All that might take eight weeks. If we 
are to constitute a new board in April, it does not give the board much time to start. The board would have only 
three months to get on top of the issues, get a decision made and make a recommendation to the minister. It is a 
concern for us. We are concerned that perhaps it will be a rush. Bear in mind that some of those people will be 
new. The five on the board already may well be up to speed, but we are bringing four extra people on board, and 
that may have an impact. I want to ensure that the process is not rushed and it is rigorous. We want to make sure 
this is done properly. 

One of the other points is that the amendment bill essentially provides the Local Government Standards Panel 
with the discretionary power to dismiss frivolous or vexatious complaints. The opposition is not opposed to these 
changes. In the other place, the shadow minister challenged the definition of “frivolous and vexatious 
complaints”. I was pleased that in the briefing provided to me by the department and the minister’s office—I 
thank Sheryl and Jessica for taking time to brief us this week—the advisers were able to point to a number of 
acts in which “frivolous and vexatious” is already defined. That has given us a bit of comfort; we are not 
defining “frivolous and vexatious” solely through this bill as there is common practice in place. It is commonly 
used in legislation already. That was another concern and I am pleased that it was addressed in the briefing. 

Another key element arising from the amendment bill relates to providing for the withdrawal of complaints that 
have been made to the Local Government Standards Panel. This is simply a procedural amendment, and we 
support that and have no issue with it. Another element relates to the clarification of members’ fees and 
allowances. I understand that at the committee stage, we will be asking some questions about some of those 
items. However, we are generally supportive of those clauses, so I do not think those issues will be 
insurmountable. Another element relates to ensuring consistency in the provisions limiting the termination 
payments of local government chief executive officers and officers to one year’s remuneration. Again, the 
opposition does not oppose these clauses. 

The major change that has emerged since this bill passed the Legislative Assembly in November last year is that 
Minister Simpson has made submissions to the Local Government Advisory Board that propose that a number of 
councils be ultimately merged through boundary changes rather than through amalgamation. Minister Morton’s 
second reading speech states — 

This bill makes no amendment to the Dadour provisions. Under the current act, the Dadour provisions 
allow a poll to be held on amalgamation proposals. If at least 50 per cent of electors in a district 
participate in the poll and at least 50 per cent of those participants vote “no”, the proposal will be 
defeated. This means it is currently possible for 25 per cent of voters in a single district to defeat an 
amalgamation proposal, even when it is supported by the majority of voters in the other districts 
involved in the proposal. The Minister for Local Government believes these poll provisions are contrary 
to the principles of a democratic local government system, but he does not want discussion on this to be 
a distraction from what he is trying to achieve—a local government system in the metropolitan area 
suited to the needs of the community today and into the future. 

What the Minister for Local Government has been saying recently, essentially, is that the Dadour provisions in 
the act do not need to be amended, because the act already allows for the amalgamation of councils simply by 
changing the boundaries. However, that is amalgamation by stealth, and we have a concern about that. All 
members in this chamber would have received lobbying over the past few months about the Dadour provisions. 
Do not forget that the government’s plan last year was that it would remove the Dadour provisions from the act 
so that there would be no vote by local councils and no local poll. However, there is a lot of confusion in the 
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community and in councils. Even though the Dadour provisions will now not be changed, Minister Morton’s 
speech and Minister Simpson’s speeches over the past three weeks have caused a lot of concern, and councils are 
seeing it for what it is—the minister will be amalgamating councils by stealth. The City of Kwinana, the Town 
of Mosman Park, the Town of Claremont, the Town of Cottesloe, the City of Nedlands, the Shire of Peppermint 
Grove and the City of Subiaco all have concerns about the local government reform agenda. It is not just 
councils that have concerns. I have received a range of letters from individuals in not only the metropolitan area, 
but also country areas, because they too are concerned. 

I am aware that the National Party was not happy with the initial bill when discussions occurred last year. I am 
also aware that the National Party raised concerns about increasing the membership of the Local Government 
Advisory Board from five to seven members. I certainly am aware that the National Party made comments that it 
was behind why we now have nine people on the board. I make no comment on that. I do not necessarily see 
how an extra four people on the board will safeguard anything; nevertheless, it has happened and we are not 
against those extra four people. 

At that stage, the government proposed that the Local Government Advisory Board had to take into account 
government policy. The government would state that it believed in X, Y and Z. In this case we believe in 
removing the Dadour provisions from the act; we believe in the ability to amalgamate councils. The National 
Party has taken credit for the fact that this has now been removed slightly. Although it no longer states in the 
amendment bill that the Local Government Advisory Board has to take into account government policy, it now 
only states that the Local Government Advisory Board must “note” government policy. Indeed, if the minister 
provides policy for “noting” to the local government board, there will be a safeguard in the act to ensure that the 
policy that has been sent to be noted appears in the agency’s annual report. That is probably a good safeguard. I 
congratulate the National Party for at least engaging in this issue and at least being somewhat responsive to its 
constituents and to community concerns. 

We have had some change as a result of concerns expressed. I think it was following a meeting between the 
Minister for Local Government and the National Party that these provisions were changed. We also saw in the 
media around that time that the former Minister for Regional Development confirmed that regional 
amalgamations were off the table. I think the phrase at the time was, “We have done a deal with the Premier.” 
Since the maps were released, it can be seen that the Premier has slapped away a deal that had been done with 
the National Party. Again, he countered or contradicted what the then Leader of the National Party said had 
taken place. Although regional amalgamations are off the agenda at this stage, I would contend that if the 
minister says that the existing act allows for boundary changes that will make amalgamations in the metro area, 
there is no reason why that minister at some later stage, once this is out of the way, could not say the same thing 
about regional councils. 
Hon Darren West: Any minister could do it. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Any minister could do it—absolutely: “We do not need to change the Dadour 
provisions and we do not need to have local votes or plebiscites. Simply by the stroke of a pen, I will move the 
boundaries of the council; I get rid of one.” That concern still remains for a lot of people. 

This week the Shire of Wagin has been in touch with a range of organisations expressing its concern about what 
can still be done in this act. 

Hon Nick Goiran: It is not even in the metro area. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: That is right; the Shire of Wagin is not in the metro area, but it is concerned 
because if these amalgamations can be made in the metro area by the stroke of a pen, there is nothing to stop the 
same thing happening in regional areas. Bear in mind that a lot of these councils are committed to some sort of 
reform in the local government area. Lots of councils have been involved in one of the steps along the way, 
whether it was a review in 2009 or 2010, or a commitment to Robson and Robson’s report.  
Lots of councils are saying that they need to lift their game, they need to change or they need to become more 
sustainable, but they are concerned that government is using a heavy hand. Although some people are happy that 
the removal of the Dadour provisions is off the agenda, they are concerned by the minister’s comments recently. 
It is kind of a two-fingered salute in one respect; it was not a peace sign, essentially, and some councils saw it 
that way. The minister basically said that the government does not need to remove the Dadour provisions, 
because—guess what?—the existing act allows him to use a pen and amalgamate by stealth, and councils, I think 
quite rightly, are concerned about that. 
Hon Darren West interjected. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Absolutely. Some councils have tried to go through the amalgamation progress, 
including, I think, York before Christmas. In that case, the Local Government Advisory Board nobbled the 
amalgamation. That is one of the other issues that came out of the briefing, which I did not realise. If the Local 
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Government Advisory Board says no to amalgamation, the minister does not have the power to say yes to it, 
even if he thinks it is a good idea and the councils are asking for it. That is another anomaly that we can look at. 
The minister in charge of the bill is looking at me quizzically. 

Hon Helen Morton: I am surprised that you only just found that out. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: To be honest, local government has not been my forte, minister; I have been busy 
with other issues. 
Hon Helen Morton: We have been saying that all along. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I have been busy with other issues, believe me. I was surprised to hear that, and in 
that instance I feel sorry for York. It had taken on the spirit of reform and acted on it, yet it was nobbled by the 
process. 
Hon Helen Morton: Basically, you’re saying that the minister cannot force that amalgamation. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am not saying that, because it was not actually a forced amalgamation in that 
sense; the councils asked for it. But what I am saying, still, is that regardless of the removal or not of the Dadour 
provisions, the minister’s quite strong statements recently have been about the fact that he does not need it. He 
does not need to remove the Dadour provisions because, plain and simple, he can use the existing act; he can use 
the stroke of a pen and he can change the boundaries of a council and therefore get rid of a council. I appreciated 
Hon Nick Goiran’s interjection when I was talking about Wagin, but I will go back to the metro area now and 
talk about some of the councils that have a concern with the process as it stands. 

Hon Phil Edman: Which ones? I actually really want to know; I am not being rude. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am sure Hon Phil Edman does know; as a member for South Metropolitan 
Region, there is a great number of concerned councils in his electorate. He does not need me to read my notes to 
him or he certainly should not need me to do so; he should know, as should Hon Nick Goiran, because they share 
an electorate. He too should know. Both those members should know how many councils in their electorates are 
very, very unhappy, not just about the process that has gone on so far, but about where we are at in the bloody 
process now. They are very concerned. Excuse me, Madam Deputy President; I said a word and I withdraw it. I 
had a bit of passion. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order, members! Let us just take a moment to centre ourselves 
and think about what we are saying, and we will let Hon Stephen Dawson continue with his remarks 
uninterrupted by interjections from the government side of the chamber. Hon Stephen Dawson will not invite 
those interjections; he will address his remarks through the Chair, and he will be conscious of the language he is 
using in the chamber. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. I again apologise for my passion. I will, of 
course, ensure that I direct my comments through you. 

I was saying in all honesty that there is a range of councils in the metropolitan area that are very, very concerned 
by this government’s plans. 

Hon Phil Edman: Can you name them for us? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I can. People in South Perth and Victoria Park are concerned. 

Hon Sue Ellery: This ratepayer in Victoria Park is concerned. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Even members of this chamber are concerned about the amalgamations. However, 
I am talking about councils that are concerned, including the City of South Perth, the Town of Victoria Park, the 
City of Vincent and some of the City of Perth. One day Perth is concerned with elements of it and the next day it 
is not. Other councils that are concerned include the Town of Bassendean, the City of Bayswater, the City of 
Canning, the City of Gosnells, the City of Belmont, the Shire of Kalamunda, the City of Cockburn, the City of 
Kwinana and the Shire of Serpentine–Jarrahdale. A range of councils are concerned. The boundary adjustments 
proposed by the Minister for Local Government are causing concerns in the City of South Perth, the Town of 
Victoria Park, the City of Vincent, the City of Perth, the Town of Bassendean, the City of Bayswater, the City of 
Canning, the City of Gosnells, the City of Fremantle, the Town of East Fremantle, the City of Cockburn, the City 
of Kwinana, the City of Swan, the Shire of Mundaring, the City of Armadale, the Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale, 
the Shire of Kalamunda, the City of Belmont, the City of Stirling and the City of Melville. Seven western 
suburbs councils also being proposed to be amalgamated are concerned, and members know that a lot of those 
councils—in fact most of them—are in the Premier’s electorate. 
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It was important for me to read out that list, because it is important to get it on the record so that members in this 
place realise the number of councils that are concerned about the bill, the second reading speech and the local 
government reform process. People are concerned about the government saying that it can use amalgamations or 
boundary changes to amalgamate local government by getting rid of one council and leaving one behind. Local 
communities are unhappy about this issue. 

I have been talking about what has changed since the process started and since the Local Government 
Amendment Bill was introduced in the other place. As I have said, the state government is not proposing 
amalgamations now, but simply boundary realignments. It is saying that the Local Government Advisory Board 
is saying this, so I dare say we might see that mentioned in a future annual report of the board. The government 
is saying in short that under a boundary realignment that comes into place on 1 July 2015, council A will remain 
and council B will be abolished. 

I will use the example of the City of Vincent and the City of Perth, because it is a good example. The Vincent 
community has been very concerned about the idea of forced amalgamations. The member for Perth, Ms Eleni 
Evangel, has been outspoken on this issue. She has approached the Premier and the minister on this issue and has 
done that because people in the City of Vincent are very concerned. In the case of Vincent and Perth—council A 
and council B—let us say that Vincent is council B. Quite likely, Vincent will be abolished and Perth will remain 
in place, and it will remain in place to govern until 2015. 

A boundary alignment process is not a fair and equal merger between two councils, because one council is 
simply abolished. It is a takeover. In anyone’s words it is a takeover. It is a real concern to that community and it 
is undemocratic. It is undemocratic to leave council B ratepayers, like Vincent residents, without locally elected 
representation for about four months and probably at a critical stage of decision making when this new entity is 
looking to guide future structure and policies of the combined new entity. We all know that the relationship 
between Vincent and Perth over the past few months has been fiery. We all read the paper and listen to the news. 
We all listen to each other speak in this place; we know there is concern there. If there is a four-month window 
when Perth is in charge and there is no Vincent anymore, the City of Perth will have an enormous capacity to 
decide future structure and policies for this new city council. 

Hon Sue Ellery: There’s a four-month window. The minister said that’s what is going to happen. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I say “whether there will be” because I am just not sure, Leader of the Opposition, 
about the whole time line. I know what the minister has said, but given where this bill is at the moment and 
given that the minister is talking about putting more members on the board, I just cannot see how the time line is 
possible. Submissions close on 13 March. Those submissions will take however long they take, but the minister 
says that he has only until July for the board members to make a decision on them. If the minister is putting four 
more members on the board, it will take at least eight weeks and then it will be the middle of April. I do not 
understand how a board originally with five people and now with another four new people can make that 
decision in two to three months—and these are big decisions. These councils have been around for a very long 
time. Bear in mind that many of these councils are unhappy about the process and unhappy about what is going 
to happen. I just do not understand how this can all happen in that short period. That is why I question that four-
month period. The Leader of the Opposition is correct in that the minister has said that there will be a four-month 
window. These councils are concerned; certainly councils that are likely to be chewed up or replaced as a result 
of a boundary realignment are very, very concerned. The simple reality is that whichever councils remain after 
1 July 2015, it is more likely that their policies, their culture, their structure and their council institutions will 
remain and will dominate the new councils. It is not a fair playing field. Certainly the residents in those areas 
will risk a lot and could well lose out on a lot. That is one of our concerns. 

I will get back to the point. This has been a rushed process notwithstanding that it has taken a long time—from 
2009 to now. I will leave all that aside and talk about this bill in this place now. It seems to have been a very 
rushed process to have got to where we are now and councils are very concerned. The government—when I say 
“we”, I am talking not about us but about the government—is denying local communities the right to choose 
their own future. Some of these councils would be happy to amalgamate but they actually want to go through a 
process to work out how to do it. The government, by saying that it does not need to move on the Dadour 
provisions and can simply use the existing act, is denying the rights of local communities. Most councils want a 
constructive and positive approach and they want fair and equal mergers. They do not want to mess up. It is not 
fair for their residents to be the ones who are simply subsumed by the stroke of somebody else’s pen. 

I guess we are saying that, plainly and simply, the minister’s actions have now demonstrated that he will do 
whatever he can—in fact, he will do anything—to force councils to amalgamate. He, the Premier and indeed the 
government have abused, and in some cases totally abused, the trust of the local government sector. The minister 
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and the Premier are forcing amalgamation by stealth. We as an opposition will not be a party to any attempt by 
this government to force its will on metropolitan communities after breaking this promise. 

We will at some stage seek to move some amendments to this bill because we believe they are justified. If those 
amendments are not accepted, we will likely vote against this bill, and we will do that because we have listened 
to the concerns of communities, be they in the metropolitan area or in regional Western Australia. We are still 
hearing those concerns and, yes, they have had big concerns about the removal of the Dadour provisions.  

They have even more concerns now because the minister said, “Do you know what? I do not need to remove the 
Dadour principle and all the campaigning you did was for nothing. I do not need it; I never needed it. The 
existing provisions of the act allow me, by the stroke of a pen, to change the boundaries and amalgamate 
councils.” 

Several government members interjected. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am nearing the end of my contribution this evening, so I will not take any 
interjections, particularly from the minister who is responsible for the bill. I have a number of questions that I 
will ask the minister when we get to the committee stage of this bill, as will other members on this side of the 
house. The opposition is concerned by this bill and I will ask the minister some questions. My point is that I am 
not in the hot seat tonight; the government is. The government is breaking its promises and it could well destroy 
communities. It is the government that is leading to a lot of unhappiness throughout the local government sector 
right around the state. It is the government that is in the hot seat and has to answer to constituents. 

I appeal to members of the National Party who did a deal that would in their eyes make this bill better. I will put 
it this way: if the minister can, with the stroke of a pen, amalgamate councils, he will! The minister will stack the 
board. Plainly and simply, the board will be stacked. The minister will have a Liberal Party apparatchik as chair, 
and Liberal Party councillors who will come through the Western Australian Local Government Association 
process, because he has picked Liberal Party councillors! The minister will have Liberal Party–picked 
community representatives on the board. The minister has all the power. The minister can do what he wants. We 
already know, because it is on the record, that the minister will use his pen and amalgamate by stealth, and 
everybody knows it! I was appealing to the National Party, through you, Madam Deputy President, to remember 
that if the minister and indeed the government can take this action to amalgamate councils in the metropolitan 
area, there is absolutely nothing to stop them from doing the same in regional Western Australia. National Party 
members should not think regional councils are safe, just because their former leader, the former Minister for 
Regional Development, did a deal with the Premier. The Premier has said there was no deal, so National Party 
members should find out from the person who did the deal—he is not the leader anymore—whether there was 
ever a deal and was it written down, because the people and the process have changed. I contend that if the 
government can amalgamate by stealth in the metropolitan area, then it can absolutely do the same in regional 
Western Australia. With those few words on the bill, I will sit for tonight. 

HON PHIL EDMAN (South Metropolitan) [8.08 pm]: I have reflected on what Hon Stephen Dawson has 
said, but I take a different perspective on the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013. Before I was elected as a 
member of Parliament — 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Are you going to cross the floor? 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, please! Why not get it all off your chest and then I will speak. I 
know it is only our second day here and we are all getting the cobwebs out of the cupboard. 

I was a councillor for the City of Rockingham for some four years, and I came very close to nearly winning the 
federal seat of Brand in 2004 against Hon Kim Beazley and getting one of the biggest primary vote gains ever, 
but that is not what we are talking about. During the time when I was a local government councillor for the City 
of Rockingham, I learnt a lot not just about getting on my feet and speaking, but about the process of local 
government. I have some very fond memories of being a councillor, including citizenship ceremonies and all the 
other different things. I remember seeing Hon Kate Doust on a couple of occasions and Hon Simon O’Brien 
many times. We could not get Hon Simon O’Brien out of the City of Rockingham; it was fantastic! 

I am talking about the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013 and I am reflecting on the good things that local 
government does. I have had some experience—only four years, which is not a long time, unlike many others, 
and I respect that. In relation to the views of the opposition and local governments, we need to show the 
economic benefits of this process. I am interested to hear about those benefits. We have seen the Western 
Australian Local Government Association ads many times, with the guy wearing a black shirt as though he is 
ready to go to Pinocchio’s, which is no longer open, and the rubbish bin that drops down: “We’re not just here to 
empty your bin. Local government does a lot more” and all that sort of thing. I liked those ads, because local 
government does do a lot more than just empty people’s bins. Local government could do a lot better job at 
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emptying people’s bins. I hope the state government will show some real leadership on waste issues in this state. 
Members in this house have heard me talk many times about waste to energy. I hope that that comes to fruition 
while I am still in this house and that waste to energy happens whereby ratepayers pay around $110 a tonne. 
Local government needs to do better in waste management. I am waiting for an interjection from members 
opposite. I can see Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich scratching her chin; she is getting a bit edgy. I am waiting for an 
interjection from anybody who disagrees that local government could not do waste management better. It could. 
There is definitely massive room for improvement. 

In my experience in local government, one of the things that really got up my nose—there is probably room up 
there — 
Hon Simon O’Brien: Not in the cranium cavity! 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: Hon Simon O’Brien, I remember your sideburns, too, mate, when you used to come down 
all those times! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: I am sorry, Madam Deputy President. 

Some local governments have played politics as well. If anybody disputes that, I am happy to have an argument 
about it. I have seen local governments in this state, even in my own municipality, play politics, but it has 
changed. I will not name political parties tonight, but some councils have been very controlled, especially when I 
was involved in federal politics for that very short stint. 

Does there need to be reform? Is it time for reform in this state? I reckon it is. I reckon we have gone on for long 
enough about this. Hon Stephen Dawson said that it has been a rushed process. He was not in Parliament during 
the last term, but I have been listening to the debate on local government reform for a while now, so it has not 
been rushed. 

Hon Samantha Rowe interjected. 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: This has been talked about for quite some time, Hon Samantha Rowe. I believe that some 
councils could stand on their own. Maybe some of them should not be amalgamated, but maybe some in the bush 
should. That would probably upset some members. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Is that the next plan? 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: I reckon that is where it was all supposed to start. 

Hon Darren West: What does the National Party think? 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: One of the things I have learnt about being a member of the Liberal Party is to be 
completely honest, and I am doing that tonight in this house. 

I move on from my experience and my personal views on the matter. One of my jobs under this government is to 
chair the Western Trade Coast Industries Committee. 

Hon Peter Collier: Which you do very well. 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: I thank my leader, Hon Peter Collier. It looks after the area from Cockburn right down to 
Rockingham. Last year I toured the east coast equivalent to our western trade coast. I toured Gladstone. I do not 
know how many members have been to Gladstone. I was given a brief history of the Gladstone Regional 
Council. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Which state? 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: This is in Queensland. The member knows that anyway; he is just testing me tonight. The 
shires of Miriam Vale and Calliope — 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Why are you delaying your own legislation? 

Hon PHIL EDMAN: I will continue because I have only 37 minutes. While the member keeps talking, I might 
just drag it all out.  

The shires of Miriam Vale and Calliope amalgamated with the City of Gladstone in 2008. There was initial 
dissension amongst those affected by the change, but this region has since become an industrial powerhouse. A 
liquefied natural gas plant is being developed just off the city. It is incredible what is happening in that area. It 
has become one community, not simply a sum of all parts. I believe this will be the case with WA local 
government reform and the proposed boundary changes once implemented. I am talking only about my 
electorate. I do not know everything about everybody’s electorates in Western Australia. I am not going to stand 
here and say I know it all because I probably know only a small amount about things in this state. 
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The western trade coast as it currently stands comes under the jurisdiction of three local governments. They are 
the City of Cockburn, the City of Kwinana—it never was a city a few years ago, and I am pretty proud of that—
and the City of Rockingham. Under the proposed changes, they should all come under one local government 
body. I am of the belief that the western trade coast could become an industrial powerhouse such as what I saw 
firsthand in Gladstone in Queensland. I should not say that because it already is an industrial powerhouse. I 
checked these figures yesterday, and I hope they are right. The western trade coast employs around 11 500 
people. Its economic impact in direct sales is close to $15 billion. The Premier’s mandate is for all that to double. 
That is what we are working on. My belief is that it should really be under one local government body. It does 
not matter which government it ends up being; we might have to call it a new one, but I guess there would be a 
greater coordinated focus on industry. It is incredible. All three of these councils have different ways when it 
comes to the planning process or planning approvals. They are not all the same. I listen to all these whinges and 
complaints, especially when we get into the Cockburn–Kwinana area. They get treated very differently.  

There is some merit in running an industrial park, which is very important for the state of Western Australia. Our 
industrial park in the south is very important for the state. Without it, there would be big changes. We are lucky 
to have it. That is not to say that the residential areas of that same region will be forgotten either. The residential 
areas will also benefit from the economic stimulus created after the reluctant improvements to infrastructure and 
amenities. In looking at the current plan—I do not know whether it will be subject to change yet again—
hopefully even the IP14 land in the City of Rockingham can be brought into one local government municipality. 
I would say to anybody with any money left in their imprest account—I do not know whether that is what it is 
called anymore—to get over to Queensland and have a look at this industrial park. I hate to say this, and the 
media and whoever else are probably going to pick on us, but Queensland is probably doing it a little better than 
we are. That is my opinion, and I am trying to be honest, but they are doing it a little better than we are. In this 
place I have always said that there is always room for improvement. I think if members could get over there, 
they would see the result of three local governments having been amalgamated into one and that it is best for 
economic development in relation to more jobs, and there is a real synergy in relation to the community and 
facilities—it is really working. That is a perfect example of what we need to be doing. 

I am not going to spend 45 minutes going on, because I do not think most people need that long, and I like to 
keep it brief anyway. But it has been hard for me, especially in the last year, being a member for South 
Metropolitan Region. There are citizenship ceremonies, Australia Day and Christmas parties, and it is hard 
because local governments are affected and they are spending a lot of money for survival and the chief executive 
officers do not want to lose their jobs. It is a hard time and I understand how they feel. But at the same time I 
really think we cannot beat around the bush. It is time for reform; it really is. It is time to have some sort of 
reform in local government. I am simply asking that members look at the big picture. Western Australia changes 
all the time. The way we are running things today is not the way things were in 1987 or 1977 or whatever. 
Things are constantly changing, so we have to look outside the box and make decisions on what we think is best 
for the state and what we think is going to be good for our children and their children and so forth. I believe what 
our government is trying to do is right. I am not saying that our government has dotted every “i” and crossed 
every “t”, and for the tenth time in this house in five years, this government is not perfect. It is definitely not 
perfect, and there is always room for improvement. 

At the end of the day we are trying to make Western Australia a better place to live, and the positives and the 
negatives have to be looked at. I think with all of us together as a group of members of Parliament, no matter 
what party we are from, we can make the right decision and bring on policy that is good for Western Australians 
and, most of all, decent for our ratepayers and councils. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [8.23 pm]: I think we need to put on the record that the 
Greens (WA) will not be supporting these amendments because, in essence, the amendments are about deceit. 
We only need to go to the fifth paragraph of the second reading speech, which reads — 

The Liberal–National government has decided not to legislate for new local government boundaries. 
Instead, the government will use the mechanisms — 

That is, deceit — 

already available in the Local Government Act 1995. 

This bill contains provisions for the reform of the local government sector that were required, according to the 
minister, to strengthen the structural viability of local government. The minister has failed to explain what is 
meant by “structural viability”. I am at a loss to understand why structural viability matters more than social, 
cultural or indeed financial viability. I was a former councillor for the Town of Port Hedland, and one of the 
things that the Town of Port Hedland always suffered with was economics due to state agreement acts and the 
ability to have a rate base. RUN ON  
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It is something that is still going on out there. I am mindful that my own Shire of Derby/West Kimberley cannot 
now attract up to 18 officers because it is financially not capable of paying for them. Yes; fine; it is supposedly 
all about structural viability. 

The minister referred to the fact that Western Australia is the only Australian state that has not yet achieved 
structural reform, but the proposal fails to refer to the experiences of other states that have already gone through 
such reforms—for example, Victoria—and I will quote some material, but not yet. The Centre for Local 
Government at the University of New England evaluated local government amalgamations in Victoria, South 
Australia and Tasmania and came up with the following conclusions. Regarding Victoria, it stated in its working 
paper — 

Real savings from Victorian council mergers have been assessed at about eight to nine per cent … The 
Kennett government regularly stated that huge savings from amalgamations of up to $400 million had 
been achieved. Yet Australian Bureau of Statistics figures comparing Victorian local government 
operational expenditure between 1991–92 and 1996–97 in real terms suggested that operating costs had 
increased so that strong grounds existed to argue that local communities had not made any substantial 
economic gains … Other factors associated with the reform process had additional cost implications 
and distracted staff away from their normal duties into areas in which they had little training and 
experience, complicating the establishment of new service levels and increasing the burden on already 
diminished council resources … 

The conclusions on the South Australian local government reform state — 

The South Australian Local Government Association sponsored Inquiry took place seven years after the 
South Australian local government amalgamations process and it is noteworthy that the FSRB — 

That is, the South Australian Financial Sustainability Review Board — 

reported that there was not a strong relationship between a councils size and having a strong financial 
position or good annual performance. Further, the size and density of councils seemed to play little role 
in explaining the differences in the sustainability of the long-term financial performance and position of 
South Australian councils … The FSRB also suggested that fewer, larger councils were not a panacea, 
that amalgamation brought considerable costs and often exaggerated benefits, and that there were 
intermediate forms of cooperation or integration between councils with amalgamation being the most 
extreme and confronting … 

In Canada, the Commissioner on the Future of Local Governance used the term “viability”—a term we have 
heard mentioned—when talking about the ability of communities to develop and sustain themselves effectively 
over time. Again I quote — 

A viable local government … 
• Governs and democratically represents the interests of its community with significant community 

support and involvement 
• Carries out administrative, service and infrastructure responsibilities in accordance with provincial 

legislation and local by-laws. 

• Provides necessary services and infrastructure at reasonable costs 

• Funds services from local resources and through partnerships 
• Contributes actively to the demographic, social, cultural, environmental and economic well-being 

of its community 
Those were the drivers, not some mystical fiscal ideology that seems to be coming out of the Premier’s office. It 
continues — 

A local government is less viable when it has … 
• A small or declining tax base 
• A lack of land available for industrial, commercial and residential growth 
• A small, aging, and / or declining population 
• Continuing council conflicts, or a lack of interest in the community and/or its council  

Certainly, that is something that has been acknowledged in Queensland with the amalgamation of councils there. 
People have lost connection with their councils. The New Brunswick fact sheet continues — 

• A lack of adequate staff 
As I just mentioned, that is a problem facing many of our rural councils — 
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• Difficulties in providing the full range and level of services required under legislation and by 
residents, at reasonable costs 

• A lack of cooperation with other local governments 
Again, we have seen much progress within the administration of local governments whereby we are now sharing 
infrastructure and managing our fiscal issues better that way. However, that has been by a voluntary process and 
not by some form of forced amalgamation. The fact sheet on to state — 

• Increasing the population base 
• Accommodating future growth 
• Increasing interest in serving on council 
• Obtaining better administration services (more capacity to hire adequate staff) 
• Reducing costs by avoiding duplication of services and/or by achieving economies of scale 

These are the sorts of things that WALGA has been very much pursuing and, indeed, many councils have taken 
them on board — 

… 
• Providing for required infrastructure, facilities and equipment 
• Increasing financial stability by combining tax bases and by strengthening and diversifying the 

economic base 
I would be really grateful if, at some stage, the minister responsible for local government could enlighten me on 
whether these viability criteria have been considered or are even relevant to WA. What criteria were used to 
determine the lack of viability? According to the Minister for Local Government, WA local governments are 
characterised by a high level of bureaucracy, decreased efficiency and ever-increasing costs to the WA 
ratepayers. I would appreciate more details on what local councils he is referring to in this assessment. It seems 
that a lot of glib words are being spoken about what can be achieved, but without any base information. It is an 
ideological view that we should amalgamate councils. I will go back to amalgamation shortly, as well as many of 
the debates that occurred around 1975 when the Dadour provisions were brought in. It would be really important 
if the minister representing the Minister for Local Government could in her response identify where the 
problems with decreased efficiency, which the minister referred to in his statement, seem to lie. 

According to the minister, the outcome of this reform aims to facilitate an efficient and well-regulated system of 
local government that is responsive to the needs of the community today and in the future. It is a very, very good 
statement because the key words there are “responsive to the needs of the community today and in the future”. 
Now the community across the board is saying, “We do not want forced amalgamations.” I know members 
opposite will say that there are no forced amalgamations in this, but we are using smoke and mirrors; we are 
using stealth fighters. It is just amazing that we can go through a process that is against the very principle that 
was established in 1975 when we implemented the Dadour provisions. 

It appears that three key performance indicators are the preferred outcomes of the government reform—namely, 
efficiency, being well regulated and being responsive to the needs of the community. This bill gives significant 
independence for major decisions about the restructure of local government in the metro area to the Local 
Government Advisory Board. This is an independent statutory body established to advise government on local 
government matters. Its main role is to assess any proposals and provide recommendations to government about 
their merit. Currently, this board consists of five members. The board will in future consist of nine members, 
including two members representing the interests of the community and two appointed from a proposal by 
WALGA. The Western Australian Local Government Association proposal will make a number of 
recommendations to the minister and the minister will cherrypick out of those recommendations. One would 
suggest that the minister will cherrypick people who are more or less supportive of his ideology. 

We are fully supportive of the idea of more community involvement in this process and, indeed, of eventually 
having a larger board. However, the board should maintain its independence, which really depends on who is 
appointed to the board. The board members and the minister have significant influence here in choosing all the 
members of the board, who sit for a five-year term. I acknowledge that the WALGA representatives are chosen 
from a list of candidates that went through a WALGA selection process, but the minister is free to select 
candidates who are supportive of his political agenda. Also, the appointment of new direct community 
representatives is not clear. Can people self-nominate? Can elected groups propose people? What criteria would 
a candidate have to fulfil to become an eligible board member? I hope that the minister will be able to expand on 
how that will occur in the future. I saw the debacle when the minister appointed Elizabeth Carr to the board of 
the Environmental Protection Authority. We then found out that she was fully conflicted as she had been part of 
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the government agency that had processed the same liquefied natural gas development proposal that she then sat 
and deliberated on as a board member of the EPA. Therefore, we know appointments can be flawed. 

Another committee involved in the local government restructure process is the Metropolitan Reform 
Implementation Committee, which was established by the minister to provide advice and oversight for the 
amalgamation of local governments and which held its first meeting on 29 August 2013. Members of the 
Metropolitan Reform Implementation Committee are local government representatives, the director general of 
the Department of Local Government and Communities, the Western Australian Local Government Association 
and Local Government Managers Australia WA. It is really important for the minister to clarify the relationship 
that will exist between the Metropolitan Reform Implementation Committee and the Local Government 
Advisory Board into the future. How will they work together? Are they in competition? What will happen there? 

The Local Government Act, as we know, contains the Dadour provision. Nothing has been done to change the 
Dadour provision, which allows the voice of electors to be heard and gives a veto right to electors if a 
participation rate of 50 per cent is reached and 50 per cent of participants object to a proposal. This provision is 
not proposed to be changed by the bill. I want to go back and enlighten people on what was identified in 1975 
when Dr Dadour introduced the provisions. Dr Dadour was a former Liberal and then an Independent member 
who was very, very well respected in the community. He was a founding member of the Subiaco — 

Hon Ken Travers: Local GP! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, he was a local GP and a founding member of the Subiaco Football Club, if I am 
right. I know very little about football. It is important to quote some of the things that Dr Dadour said when 
introducing the amendment. He said — 

The important thing, as far as I am concerned, is that democracy still lives with this Bill of ours because 
under it people will have the right, by referendum, to learn where they stand. In this way we will 
maintain the true democratic system of the three tiers of government as we know them. 

Something that the Greens hold very, very dear. He continues — 
If the Federal Government interferes with the State Government boundaries, it is God help it. If the 
State Government starts interferring with local government boundaries, the local authorities should be 
given the same authority the State Government has in respect of its boundaries. We told the people we 
would submit this amendment and we are honouring our obligation. It is only right that this legislation 
should be introduced. 

A number of local authorities have stuck together through this fight for an amendment. They are the 
City of Subiaco, the Town of Claremont, the Town of Cottesloe, the Town of East Fremantle, the Town 
of Mosman Park, the Shire of Peppermint Grove, and the Shire of Bassendean. 

I must commend the town of East Fremantle because the Johnston report recommended that the town be 
almost doubled or trebled in size to include parts of Fremantle and other neighbourhood authorities. 
Despite this, the Town of East Fremantle stuck to its guns and it still supports the Bill. This will 
probably jeopardise its ever getting the extra land virtually offered to it under the Johnston report. 

It is important at this point to add another piece to this debate. There have been many attempts to amalgamate 
local authorities. The White report of 1954 recommended two alternatives—a reduction to 11 authorities, or 
19 authorities in the metropolitan area. The Local Government Assessment Committee of 1968 recommended 
that the number of councils in the state be reduced from 144 to 89, with the number of metropolitan councils 
being reduced from 27 to 17. Neither of these recommendations in the White report was implemented, and the 
recommendations of the Local Government Assessment Committee in 1968 were not implemented. Further, the 
Local Government Boundaries Commission in 1972, which was set up by Hon R.H.C. Stubbs, recommended 
that the number of metropolitan councils be reduced from 26 to 18. That recommendation also was not 
implemented, because the government of the day wanted to listen to the community. Those are lovely words—
listen to the community. 

Hon Kate Doust: They must have had their hearing aid turned off! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes! 

I will go back to what Dr Dadour had to say. He said also — 
What we are doing is correct because it is right that the people should be given the opportunity to 
determine whether they wish to join another local authority, and if so, which one, or whether they wish 
to retain the status quo. That is all the Bill seeks to achieve. It seeks to amend the Act to require a 
petition before two or more municipal districts can be united to form one municipality; and to make it 
mandatory for ratepayers in districts which would be affected to be given the opportunity to demand a 
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poll when a petition seeks certain boundary alterations, and for the alterations to be prohibited if the 
poll negates the proposal. 

Clearly the thinking at the time was that a government should not be allowed to do away with councils or 
amalgamate councils. It was never anticipated that this government would, many years later, try to use the deceit 
of disbanding a council and then modifying the boundary, which in essence is nothing more than the 
amalgamation of two councils. Yet because it does not fit within the words contained in the Dadour provisions, 
the community is silenced and marginalised. 

I will now move on from what Dr Dadour had to say about the issue to make some other points. This reform will 
be implemented through boundary changes rather than amalgamations. It is to circumvent the Dadour provisions. 
If the amalgamation of local governments, which has been acknowledged by all governments over time, has 
some validity, what is the minister afraid of by listening to what the community and the councils have to say? 
We have certainly amalgamated Geraldton with Greenough. That went through with the community and the 
councils’ involvement. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I think they might have just disaggregated it. 
Hon Ken Travers: We did not; they did it themselves. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: That is right. 
Hon Ken Travers: It was not the local government minister forcing it. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No; that is right. It was their decision. 
A member interjected. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The issue here is that we really — 
Hon Ken Travers: The National Party is supporting forced amalgamations now—unbelievable! 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: In the wheatbelt! 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: They will be amalgamating the Shire of Derby–West Kimberley with Kununurra 
shortly! We know that they are all in financial trouble up there. 
Hon Ken Travers: I think we should have a forced amalgamation of the coalition! 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: We will never do that. I will move on. 
The Minister for Local Government would have to be interested in the view of the community as one of the aims 
of reform is to meet the needs of local community. He says it is meant to meet the needs of local community, yet 
he is afraid to listen to local community. Having wide community support would therefore, in my view, be one 
of the prerequisites to achieving the goals. In the Pilbara, we have seen the Shire of East Pilbara, the Town of 
Port Hedland and the Shire of Ashburton come together and actually amalgamate many services. They have not 
amalgamated councils but they have achieved economies of scale by working together. That can be done with 
many metropolitan councils; they do not have to amalgamate. Councils can certainly work together to reduce 
costs. As I have already pointed out, previous reports into amalgamations have found that in essence they have 
not achieved any fiscal benefit anyway. 

I have prepared an amendment—which I will now talk to briefly, although I will read it in a little later—to 
reinstate the intent of the Dadour provision; that is, should two councils amalgamate, which is the removal of a 
council, the Dadour provision remains. It is a simple word change that two councils amalgamate to be effectively 
one council; removing them gets the same provision as Dadour. 

Hon Ken Travers: Whilst I do not necessarily oppose Hon Robin Chapple’s proposed amendment, I do not 
think it is necessary. If the member goes to the Northern Land Council case, it will be found that the government 
incorrectly — 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am coming to that shortly. 

Hon Ken Travers: To put it beyond doubt it may be worth supporting Hon Robin Chapple’s proposed 
amendment, but I do not accept the premise of what the government is doing will be found to be legal anyway. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: We will go to Toohey in a minute; I will cover that shortly. Quite clearly that is what 
the problem will be. If the government accepts the amendment, it is great—it will not have Toohey coming down 
on it like a tonne of bricks—but if it does not accept the amendment, we will see them in the courts. 

Hon Ken Travers: It reminds me very much of its native title legislation. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! Hon Robin Chapple is trying to address the Chair 
and Hon Ken Travers, who will no doubt seek the call, is distracting him. Hon Robin Chapple, when you are 
ready. 
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. Yes, I am ready to resume. 

The idea is section 8 of the Local Government Act 1995, schedule 2.1: to reduce the minimum number of 
districts to be affected from two to one. This will ensure that in any case of amalgamation that results from the 
termination of one local government body, the electors are to be heard upon the request and can veto the 
dismissal by boundary or go through the whole thing through a proper process of amalgamation of two or more 
councils.  

I have already drawn the attention of the house to the motivation of Dr Dadour when he proposed the 
amendments in 1975 and I have already read in what he had to say about this. Those commitments still ring true 
and it is quite interesting to note, going back over the whole debate, that it was actually the opposition of the 
day—I am not having a shot at anybody here—that was actually looking at amalgamations and it was the Liberal 
government that was bringing in regulations to stop amalgamation and to enshrine the Dadour provision. I just 
hope members on the government side understand the history behind this. 

Hon Ken Travers: When are you claiming that to be? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It was 1975. 

The Dadour provisions were amended several times and I hope my proposal to strengthen the Dadour provisions 
for this reason finds good support. 

On 5 February the local government minister launched an online reform toolkit preparing both practitioners and 
elected members with tailor-made information stepping them through the process in the lead-up to July 2015. 
The project, managed by the Western Australian Local Government Association, was jointly developed by three 
partners including the Department of Local Government and Communities, Local Government Managers 
Australia and WALGA. The toolkit contains principles as guidance for the transitional period: embrace 
opportunity and strive for best practice; attract and retain quality staff and develop career opportunities; engage 
the community and work together; increase local government capacity and improve community outcomes; 
reduce local government bureaucracy and streamline systems; and deliver open and transparent communication. 
Those are the sorts of things we really should be focusing on in local government rather than this notion that 
amalgamation will be the panacea for everything. On 4 February 2014, one day before the toolkit came out, the 
Local Government Advisory Board invited public submissions on 34 proposals submitted during the 
metropolitan local government reform process. The LGAB received 21 proposals from local government, 12 
from the Minister for Local Government and one from the electors of the City of Cockburn. The closing date for 
public comment on the submissions is Thursday, 13 March 2014. 

I remember quite a while ago going to a meeting of local government managers, it was very early on in the piece, 
and the words being bandied around in the very early days of amalgamation were, “We are going to force 
amalgamation.” There was a great deal of fear among councils that unless they put forward an amalgamation 
proposal, they would be sidelined. Therefore, many of those amalgamation proposals came forward because of 
the threat, not because of a genuine desire. I find it really untenable that in the early part of the debate, when 
there was all this talk about forced amalgamation, we were actually coercing or forcing councils to put forward 
amalgamation proposals. 

WALGA and the overwhelming majority of the local government sector in WA supports the need for reform, 
and that is stated in many WALGA documents, but they are adamant that the participation needs to be voluntary 
to ensure community support and to help enhance the prospects of any changes being sustainable for the long 
term. One only has to look around the world—that sounds like a Blues Brothers’ comment that goes something 
like, “You only have to look around the round, round world”—to see that at any time governments or local 
governments are forced to do something that they are not interested in doing, they do not end up with a good 
result. They end up with internal conflict and a lack of desire to progress because they do not have that level 
of — 

Hon Helen Morton: You have never had to push anything through. You have never been in government where 
you have had to make something happen. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! Hon Robin Chapple has the call. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I must apologise to the member opposite, because I 
am not wearing my headphones. I have made the comment often that I find interjections very difficult to hear. So 
keep them coming because I cannot hear them! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I can hear interjections and they are unruly. Hon Robin Chapple will be allowed 
to continue his remarks without them. 
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The bill also proposes other minor changes to the Local Government Act 1995, so in 
some regard it is a bit of an omnibus bill because it will tidy up a number of other issues. The bill makes 
provisions on the limitations of severance pay to local government employees who lose their jobs in a 
restructure. Permanent employees will get compensation equivalent to two years’ pay. For other employees, 
compensation is limited to one year’s salary without regard to the duration of an individual contract. These 
provisions seem reasonable and have the support of the Greens. 

I also comment on the proposed amendments to increase the discretion of the Local Government Standards Panel 
about whether a complaint is investigated. A withdrawal of complaint will no longer directly terminate an 
investigation. Further reasons have to be provided by the standards panel about any decision made and will now 
include the rejection of a complaint as vexatious. The Greens support these changes and I hope that the house 
will support my amendment to the Dadour provisions. 

It is also important to touch on this matter and to refer to the interchange I had with Hon Ken Travers earlier. On 
Christmas Eve 1981, the High Court of Australia ruled in R v Toohey; Ex parte Northern Land Council that an 
extension of the City of Darwin made by the administrator under regulations was invalid as it was made for 
illegitimate purposes to defeat a native title claim instead of for planning purposes. This ruling clearly will have 
an impact on any such decision, and the verdict might provide good arguments against forceful amalgamation 
through boundary changes. It would be interesting to get a response from the minister to say whether she 
believes, on behalf of the Minister for Local Government, that such legal action is possible in this state. 
Obviously, the action is available only through the court. My proposed amendment would clarify that and 
resolve whether future governments and/or local governments have to take legal action against the state for 
forced amalgamation using boundary changes. 

That is all I have to say. I found it very enlightening to read the Legislative Assembly documents around the time 
of Dr Dadour. It is also important to refer to one other pertinent comment made in the debate by Mr Rushton, the 
then Minister for Local Government, who stated — 

I hasten to say that none of the metropolitan local authorities which were asking for amalgamation or 
the annexing of areas during the turmoil when the previous Government was in office and was 
attempting to bring about amalgamations has requested amalgamation at the present time. It brings the 
situation into focus when it is realised that we are making provision for councils which come to 
agreement by negotiation to have the power to make changes, as they should have, being elected by the 
ratepayers; but when the decision of the councillors is not in accordance with the wishes of their 
neighbour who is seeking to amalgamate the ratepayers are entitled to have a say. 
I consider that boundary changes are more likely to be achieved by negotiation, and this is the aim of 
the amendment. 

That is, the amendment moved by Dr Dadour. It continues — 
Previous efforts to force boundary changes have generally been unsuccessful, and I contend that people 
prefer to be led than to be pushed. This is what we are endeavouring to achieve with this legislation. 

I hope that those words ring true to members opposite. 
I most probably need to seek clarification from the Clerk. Should I move my amendment now or do it in the — 
Hon Peter Collier: No; put it on the notice paper. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No. I will do it in committee. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! The time for an amendment on the supplementary 
notice paper to be moved is in the Committee of the Whole House, if that is the amendment the member is 
referring to. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It is an amendment in the committee stage. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Thanks. We will look forward to hearing from Hon Robin Chapple further at that 
stage. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (North Metropolitan) [9.01 pm]: I welcome the opportunity to make some 
comments on the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013. Hon Stephen Dawson has more than adequately put 
on the public record the opposition’s position on this bill; that is, we intend to move amendments and that there 
is some likelihood that we will possibly not support this bill. 
This is a very interesting piece of legislation indeed. I have to say that I have some very serious concerns about 
it. The primary purpose of the bill, of course, is to introduce a number of regulatory changes to the local 
government sector for the purposes of facilitating the government’s metropolitan reform agenda, and that reform 
agenda is forced amalgamations in the metropolitan area. I read the second reading speech with some interest 
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because it is very telling about the way in which the government has gone about trying to bring forward these 
reforms. I want to quickly refer to a few paragraphs because I have some concerns. 

In February 2009, the former Minister for Local Government announced an agenda for the reform of the local 
government sector to strengthen the structural viability of local governments. That sounds all right. The only 
problem with that particular opening paragraph, of course, is what does “strengthen the structural viability” 
actually mean? It all sounds very good until we start to analyse it. I would be very interested to know through the 
minister—I note that her advisers are present—whether she can actually tell us what she means by the “structural 
viability of local governments”. As far as I am concerned, it is just a lot of gobbledegook. It is typical 
bureaucratic speak that does not actually say anything. The announcement goes on to say that since that time the 
Liberal–National government has continued to press forward with these important reforms. I have to ask: 
important to whom? To whom are these reforms important? It is not to councils, because most of them do not 
want them. Councils certainly do not want them. It is certainly not important to ratepayers. I do not hear 
individual ratepayers screaming about the need to have their council reformed. In most part they do not care. 
They want their rubbish collected, they want their amenities provided and they are very happy. They pay a good 
price and most of them are happy to pay their rates so that these things can be done for them. By and large 
most of them are appreciative of the excellent services provided by their existing local governments. So, who are 
they important to? They might be important to some developers, who clearly want to deal with fewer councils—
10, 15 or 20 councils, or whatever the final figure might be. That is to whom it is important; it is important to 
developers, and I will come to developers a little later. It is certainly not important to councils or ratepayers. 
The second reading speech states — 

Historically, the structural reform of the local government sector has been difficult to achieve. We are 
the only state that has not achieved a strategic reform of local governments to ensure that they meet the 
modern needs of our population. 

I do not know what those modern needs of the population are, but I would be very interested to find out. Do we 
as a population have some needs that we do not know about that are modern, whereas the ones that we know of 
are old? I do not know! I would be very interested to find out what my “modern needs” of a local government 
council actually are. The speech continues — 

The need for local government reform is well established and clearly overdue. 
No, absolutely not! The need for local government reform has never been explained to anybody. I do not know 
why there is a need for local government reform or that this need is well established. I do not even know that it is 
established at all, let alone well established. Is it overdue? If it is overdue, by how much? Who said that we have 
to have it? I do not know the answers to these things. I do know that there has been no business case and no cost-
benefit analysis for local government reform. All we have had is a whole lot of motherhood statements, such as: 
we need this; it is going to result in efficiencies and we need to reform local government. When it comes to the 
crunch with this bill and this policy, there has been very little evidence, quantitative or qualitative, that provides 
real reasons for why this reform needs to take place and why we should support this bill. 
Hon Robin Chapple also commented on the following extract from the second reading speech — 

The Liberal–National government has decided not to legislate for new local government boundaries. 
Instead, the government will use the mechanisms already available in the Local Government Act 1995. 

Clearly, that is just a way to bypass the Dadour provisions that give local residents the right to veto a merger 
proposal. 
This is very concerning. I want to put on the public record that this bill to enable amalgamations to take place is, 
firstly, bad policy; secondly, it has been poorly implemented; and, thirdly, I do not think it has ever been costed. 
It is shifty, undemocratic and lacking in transparency. Personally, I think the bill is fraught will all sorts of 
problems. 
Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The opposition has told the Leader of the House that it will move some 
amendments—I opened with that—and depending on the information that is provided to us, we will decide 
whether or not we support it. 

Hon Peter Collier: So you will potentially go against your lower house colleagues? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: We will do what we will do. The Leader of the House will have to be patient, 
because all we are going to do is ask the government to provide some information and, hopefully, it will be good 
enough to do that.  

A lot has been written over time about council mergers, and the government has said that it definitely is not 
going to amalgamate. That was the position of the government. The Premier said on the public record on 
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6 August 2009 that the government was not going to force amalgamations. On 30 July 2013, he publicly made 
the statement, at Parliament I understand, that the number of metropolitan councils would be reduced from 30 to 
14 by July 2015. On 31 July 2013, in clear contradiction to his previous comment not to force amalgamations of 
local governments, the Premier announced that the number of metropolitan councils would be reduced. There 
has not been any decrease in the number. It is clear that there has been a betrayal of trust. We do not know the 
final number of councils and we do not know whether it will be reduced from 30 to 14. That is the number 
provided in some information that is publicly available; other information states that it will be reduced from 30 
to 15. We do not know what the final composition will look like. What I know is that the real problem is the 
wheatbelt councils. There are 42 wheatbelt councils. I think Hon Stephen Dawson is correct; the agenda of the 
Barnett government, and certainly the Liberal Party part of the Barnett government, is to do the metropolitan 
councils first and once it has sorted them out, it will go to the bush and amalgamate those councils. In fact, it has 
already started. 

There was a very interesting article in the South Western Times of 13 February 2014. It has a lovely picture of 
the honourable Premier looking very relaxed with his cappuccino. It must have been taken somewhere on the 
strip. It was taken in Victoria Street, Bunbury. Obviously, some country members from the wheatbelt would not 
be reading about what is happening in Bunbury. 
Hon Paul Brown: Where is it? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: This is Bunbury. 

Hon Paul Brown: Where? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: In the south west. 
Hon Paul Brown: Never heard of it! 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: This is not in the metropolitan area; this is in the south west. For those members 
who believe that the Premier will not come looking in rural and regional WA with this policy to merge councils 
under his arm, they have got another think coming. They are off with the fairies. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I was local government minister and I did not support amalgamations anywhere. 
I do not know why members opposite are getting so excited. I am just trying to inform them about what is going 
to happen. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: You’re exciting us. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am exciting them! 
In this picture, poor Mr Castrilli is a little in the background and there is the Premier, red faced to match the 
lovely checked shirt that has some red in it. The heading is “Mergers a must for growth of second city, says 
Barnett”. The opening paragraph states — 

An amalgamated Greater Bunbury with a major State Government presence would cement the city’s 
place as WA’s second capital. 

If the Premier is going to merge only those councils in the metropolitan area, what is he doing in Bunbury trying 
to sell the message? What was he doing in Bunbury trying to convince Mr Castrilli, the local government 
member, that a merger between Bunbury and other councils in the south west would be a good idea? As I said, 
the article is headed “Mergers a must for growth of second city, says Barnett”. It makes me wonder how 
Bunbury got so big without a merger. I did not see Bunbury stop growing 15 or 20 years ago; it has got stronger 
and stronger. It has a good local government authority, of which Mr Castrilli was a mayor for many years. It has 
grown and prospered. It is a great place to live, work and recreate. At the end of the day, the Premier is spruiking 
the message of amalgamation outside the metropolitan area. If members from regional and rural WA do not 
believe that the Premier will be coming after them and their councils, they had better think again. We will put 
that to one side. 

There is no doubt that once the first lot of reforms goes through and the councils in the metropolitan area are 
amalgamated, clearly, the regional and wheatbelt councils will be the next cab off the rank. I was going to read 
out the names of the 42 wheatbelt councils but on second thoughts, that might be a bit boring for members so I 
have decided not to. 

Hon Paul Brown: Don’t deny us the opportunity, please. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Let us not get excited. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: We can hardly blame them. I seek leave to table this document and have it 
incorporated in Hansard. There are 42 local government authorities and this document shows the subregions 
within the wheatbelt. 

Hon Peter Collier: How many pages are there? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: There is one page. 

Leave granted. [See paper 1199.] 

The following material was incorporated — 
 

• Avon 
• Shire of Beverley 
• Shire of Cunderdin 
• Shire of Dowerin 
• Shire of Goomalling 
• Shire of Koorda 
• Shire of Northam 
• Shire of Quairading 
• Shire of Tammin 
• Shire of Toodyay 
• Shire of Wyalkatchem 
• Shire of York 

• Central Coast, comprising: 
• Shire of Dandaragan—WDC office in Jurien Bay 
• Shire of Gingin 

• Central Midlands, comprising: 
• Shire of Chittering 
• Shire of Dalwallinu 
• Shire of Moora—WDC office in Moora 
• Shire of Victoria Plains 
• Shire of Wongan–Ballidu 

• Central East 
• Shire of Bruce Rock 
• Shire of Kellerberrin 
• Shire of Merredin—WDC office in Merredin 
• Shire of Mount Marshall 
• Shire of Mukinbudin 
• Shire of Narembeen 
• Shire of Nungarin 
• Shire of Trayning 
• Shire of Westonia 
• Shire of Yilgarn 

• Wheatbelt South 
• Shire of Brookton 
• Shire of Corrigin 
• Shire of Cuballing 
• Shire of Dumbleyung 
• Shire of Kondinin 
• Shire of Kulin 
• Shire of Lake Grace 
• Shire of Narrogin—WDC office in Narrogin 
• Shire of Pingelly 
• Shire of Wagin 
• Shire of Wandering 
• Shire of West Arthur 
• Shire of Wickepin 
• Shire of Williams 

 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I want to address another issue; that is, the cost of council mergers. Not much 
has been said about the cost of council mergers. However, on 14 February 2014 a story appeared in The West 
Australian that was quite alarming. It was headed “$100m for one council merger” and states — 
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The State Government’s plan to amalgamate metropolitan councils will cost nearly $100 million in one 
region alone … 

The first detailed economic analysis of local government reform to be released, the report estimated the 
carve-up of the south west metropolitan area would cost $97.8 million. 

The Government proposes to create 10 merged councils and adjust the boundaries of two others. 

Clearly, we are talking about some very, very serious money, which could run into hundreds of millions of 
dollars. It may be $100 million or $200 million; I do not know how many hundreds of millions it will be, but it is 
a very substantial sum of money. I then took it upon myself to see where I could find this money within the 
budget, because insofar as I understand, a lot of the work has been funded from internal local government 
resources. But for the actual cost of amalgamation—pushing this government reform program forward—there 
clearly needs to be some serious money on the table. This is what I found: in budget paper No 2 for the financial 
year 2012-13, under “Significant Issues Impacting on the Agency” there are two dot points that give us some 
clues about the cost of funding this government reform program. The first dot point states — 

Since announcing the Local Government Reform Strategy in 2009, the State Government has expended 
over $16.0 million to progress local government reform. This includes funding to support local 
governments engaged in structural reform and funding to build capacity in strategic planning, asset 
management and financial planning. This investment has enabled participating local governments to 
identify additional opportunities for their communities and to better understand their financial and 
capacity constraints. 

The second dot point states — 

The State Government’s additional investment of $3.0 million in the Metropolitan Local Government 
Review was announced in June 2011. An independent panel was appointed and is on track to provide its 
report in mid–2012. 

As of the 2012-13 financial year, on page 727 of budget paper No 2, a sum of $16 million was spent, and then 
$3 million was added to that; for the mathematicians in the room, that is $19 million. Keep in mind that another 
document states we are going to need $100 million for one council merger. That is probably overstating it—even 
I would agree that that is probably overstating it—but I do know from what I have read about the local 
government reforms in Victoria and Queensland in particular, that this is a very, very expensive exercise. 
Clearly, $19 million, which was the spend up to 2012-13, is just not going to cut it, and it will fall way, way 
short. 

I then went from the 2012-13 budget papers to look at the latest budget papers. I look on page 778 under 
“Significant Issues Impacting on the Agency”, thinking I was going to find a bucket of money there—maybe 
$50 million for an implementation program. I see the Leader of the House has that look on his face that this is 
very scary, because he knows there is no money there. He has that look of concern on his face, and I do not 
blame him for being concerned. If I were him, I would be concerned. 

Hon Peter Collier: I was actually drifting off. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Drifting off to la-la land! 

There I was, looking at the latest lot of budget papers, thinking there is going to be a big pocket of money there. 
The first dot point under “Significant Issues Impacting on The Agency” states — 

Local governments in Western Australia play a key role in servicing the evolving needs of our 
communities. The Department will focus on building a strong and sustainable local government sector 
through its capacity building and reform initiatives, and by providing oversight of governance and 
probity standards across the sector. In 2013–14, $2 million has been provided as an initial allocation to 
support metropolitan local governments in planning for the implementation … 

That is $21 million all-up. But, of course, elsewhere it is estimated that we will need at least $100 million for one 
council merger. 

Hon Nick Goiran: You said that was in metro. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: This is metro. 
Hon Nick Goiran: You said that is exaggerated. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: This is exaggerated, but it is not exaggerated too much. 

So far we have $21 million, and the government is going to need at least $300 million or $400 million to be able 
to implement these reforms. That has really fallen short. I then thought to myself, “Where can I go next, because 
surely the government is not serious about this reform when it has spent only $21 million? The process really 
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hasn’t started because the legislation has to go through before the amalgamation program can start. So where is 
this money?” I then went to the 2013–14 Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement and to the 
section on spending risks, where it identifies all those things when governments are expected to spend more than 
has been allocated to them in the budget for projects. Of course, it identifies spending risks such as asset 
investment. More money will be needed for the fiscal action plan. There is education, and more money will be 
needed for that, and so on. But I am looking in the spending risks for some reference to a pocket of money that 
will pay for these reforms that are going to cost hundreds of millions of dollars. But do members know what? I 
shot a blank. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I thought that was a male prerogative. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is just an expression to mean that I did not hit the target. Gee whiz! 

There is nothing—absolutely nothing. There is nothing nowhere. 

Hon Liz Behjat: You’re a good education minister—“nothing nowhere”! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Nothing nowhere; I could find nothing nowhere. Can anyone believe that this is 
real—a reform program that is going to cost hundreds of millions of dollars and only $21 million has been 
allocated over the last two budgets, and there is no indication of any money going forward? It is not identified as 
a spending risk in the 2013–14 Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement. I think that is a major 
cause for concern. It is totally unacceptable. The Premier needs to be called to account so that he can explain 
where this money will be coming from, because it is clearly not in the budget. 

The other day the media asked the Minister for Local Government a question along the lines of, “Well, how is all 
this going to be funded? How are you going to fund this reform program?” The Minister for Local Government 
replied by saying, “Well, I’m not going to bandy any figures around.” That is what he said. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: He is not bandying them around because he does not have any. That is the first 
thing. Because he has already spent the $21 million; he has no other money allocated and he knows the reform 
program will cost hundreds of millions. Therefore, I do not want the Minister for Local Government to bandy the 
figures around. I just want him to provide those figures to Parliament—that is what I want. I want it clearly 
recorded in Hansard that I have called on the Minister for Local Government to provide Parliament with the 
total cost of this reform program, and to explain where this is accounted for in the budget, because so far I have 
had no success in trying to locate that information. I cannot find it because I believe it not to be here. I do not 
believe it has been allocated and I think it is another major problem for the government. 

As I travel around, one of the things that local government councillors say to me is that this reform program has 
been a disaster for them for a number of years now. Of course, this started during the government’s last term. 
Councillors had been told about this reform program; that they all had to prepare for reform and have capital 
works’ plans in place. Councillors were called on to provide future directions about what their local government 
authority would look like and so on and so forth. They have expended a lot of resources in the preparation for 
reform. However, they complained to me that this whole process has taken away resources from those areas 
where money would have been allocated to. They also make comments along the lines of them feeling as though 
they do not know what their future is and that it is very difficult to plan for a future when they do not know what 
it might look like. I certainly have a lot of sympathy with them in that regard. 

They were also asked to make town plans, and most of them have done that. I will cite a media report from 
www.abc.net.au on Saturday, 27 July 2013 titled “Councils concerned town plans will be wasted”, which 
states — 

Some local councils have expressed concern about what will become of their town plans if they 
are forced to amalgamate. 
The ABC revealed on Friday the State Government’s blueprint for the long awaited amalgamations and 
the Government is expected to announce them officially in the coming days. 

It is understood Cabinet has signed off on a raft of mergers, many of which will prove controversial. 

There is no doubt that is the case. I do not come across too many happy local councils. The case of the Belmont 
and Kalamunda councils is a classic. Anyone who knows the Belmont council will know that it has been a very 
successful council. It has managed to attract international and multinational companies into its CBD and has a 
very, very good rate base. It is economically and financially strong, et cetera. The proposal is for the City of 
Belmont to amalgamate with the Shire of Kalamunda. For those members who know Kalamunda, there are lots 
of — 
Hon Paul Brown: Trees! 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Trees! Absolutely there are lots of trees in Kalamunda! However, there are 
fewer houses and a lower rate base, which means less revenue. The fact is that there is a whole — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich needs to be heard! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The fact is that the City of Belmont probably has a right to be aggrieved. I think 
some of its councillors are aggrieved about the idea that perhaps the council needs to marry up with the Shire of 
Kalamunda. It will be interesting to watch that one play out.  

Hon Steve Dawson went through a list of councils that are likely to amalgamate, but it is a moving feast and no-
one really knows how the endgame will look. A lot of work has been done by councils, which has cost them a lot 
of money. Much of the work has been done by consultants and councils fear that a lot of it is likely to be wasted 
as a result of council amalgamations.  

Much has been said about the benefits of council amalgamations. “Big is better” is usually the standard line; 
councils will get efficiencies if they amalgamate. Certainly, that has not necessarily been the outcome in other 
jurisdictions where amalgamations have taken place. I refer to an article in The Daily Telegraph dated 27 May 
2013. It is, basically, comments made by Professor Brian Dollery, who is an expert on local government 
amalgamations. He claims that amalgamations in Queensland came with an average cost to ratepayers of 
$7 million per council. He said that in Queensland the forced mergers cost councils $168 million. Another 
question goes with the question of how much money will be needed, as the money not in the budget cannot be 
found anywhere. The other part of that is: who will pick up that responsibility? We have to find a couple of 
hundred million or $300 million or whatever, and it is not in the budget papers and it is not seen as a spending 
risk. Therefore, is it the case—the minister may be able to answer this—that local governments will be forced to 
pick up their own cost of amalgamation? Perhaps through her advisers the minister can find out that information 
for us, because I am sure that local governments would be very, very interested to know, firstly, whether they 
will be forced into amalgamation and, secondly, whether they will be forced to pay for the amalgamation.  

It is a very brave government that will do this. If the government expects to be successful at the next election 
after denying local ratepayers the right to have a say through a democratic process by circumventing the Dadour 
provisions, I suggest it thinks again. If it thinks forcing local councils to do what they do not want to do—that is, 
to amalgamate with other councils that they do not want to amalgamate with—is a good policy, it better think 
again. It is crazy-brave, in my view, for this government to think that it will win a third term at the next election 
if it forces this on people and on councils who do not want this reform. It is crazy-crazy-brave.  

Hon Nick Goiran: I heard you say that locals do not really care about amalgamations.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: There are some locals who care, but the vast majority do not.  

Hon Nick Goiran: If people do not care, why would it affect the vote?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am being rudely interrupted.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): You are indeed, member, and I have taken down 
members’ names who will be seeking the call after we have heard the rest of your speech.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Just finally, the other day I read a very interesting letter to the Subiaco Post. 
The editor of the Subiaco Post, Bret Christian, needs to be congratulated as he keeps all his readers well 
informed on local government reform.  

Hon Michael Mischin: He keeps you well informed anyway!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: He keeps me well informed. A very good letter was sent in by Colin Latchem, 
the chairman of the Western Suburbs Alliance in Sherwood Road, Dalkeith. He sent this letter to the paper and 
the paper subsequently printed it. It is dated 15 February 2014, and it is headed “Mergers will hit us all in the hip 
pocket”. I want to read into Hansard a number of the questions that Mr Latchem poses. In fact, I might as well 
read the lot. It reads — 

How can the electorate stand by and let Local Government Minister Tony Simpson, under Premier 
Colin Barnett’s orders, ram through council amalgamations? 

No public hearings. No publication of costly and time-consuming submissions. 

No verifiable evidence of benefits. 

As we face cuts in hospital and other services and increased taxes and charges in the forthcoming 
budget, surely we can expect Mr Simpson to answer three simple questions. 
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1. How many tens of millions has this process cost us so far in consultancies, studies, reports and 
meetings at the state and local government level? 

2. What will the amalgamation process actually cost us? 

3. What evidence can you give us that we shall be any better off financially? 

The process that has brought us to this point has not been transparent, democratic or in accord with the 
Dadour Amendment. 

Evidence shows that amalgamations in other states have cost ratepayers dearly. 

Make no mistake, it is inevitable that: 

1. The mayors of these larger councils will be paid salaries three to four times greater than at 
present. 

Councillors will receive payments of $120,000 per annum (plus expenses) rather than being 
reimbursed expenses as at present. 

CEOs and administrative staff will also receive massive wage rises in keeping with their 
increased responsibilities. 

2. Our councillors will no longer be independent community representatives but aligned with the 
major political parties. 

3. Our local representatives will have such large constituencies that it will be almost impossible 
to get their attention and support. 

4. We shall have even less opportunity to challenge the property developers who have all along 
been openly in support of amalgamation. 

5. The nature of our suburbs will be changed forever. 

6. This will hit our pockets. 

I agree with everything that is identified by Mr Colin Latchem. I congratulate him for his clear and concise 
submission of the key issues surrounding local council amalgamations. 

To go back to my earlier point, this policy is very poorly thought out. It is bad policy. Its implementation has 
been shocking. It has not been costed, and no budget allocation has been made for it. It is lacking in 
transparency. This is a bad way to do business in Western Australia. The councils have had enough. They have 
been involved in a process that has cost them and their ratepayers dearly. This is reflected in increases in local 
government rates and charges. 

I do not know what the outcome will be. However, I can count, and I suspect that this will become law. As I said 
earlier, it is a very brave government that would go down this line. I hope that when the Minister for Mental 
Health responds, we will get some fulsome answers about the resourcing of this measure. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Do you support this bill? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I have told the member two times already what our position is, and I am not 
going to tell him a third time. He will have to read Hansard tomorrow. 

The PRESIDENT: I note that Hon Kate Doust stood to receive the call, but noting the time I will interrupt her 
contribution to take members’ statements. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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