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PERRY LAKES REDEVELOPMENT BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [5.03 pm]:  Before question time I said that there was a bit of 
an issue and that for some reason the Town of Cambridge was being portrayed almost as a pariah and was said to 
be taking a selfish approach to this issue.  That is abject nonsense.  There is no barbed-wire fencing around the 
endowment lands area.  All the parks, beaches, sporting facilities and recreational areas are open to anyone and 
everyone in the general community.  The Town of Cambridge has made a number of compromises along the way 
to address the state government’s requirements from a practical sense.  The state government has taken a 
difficult approach.  In fact, at times, the state government has treated the Town of Cambridge with contempt. 
The issue at heart is that this bill is nothing more than a land grab.  It is simply not required, because the Town of 
Cambridge has already committed to funding the replacement of the three facilities for basketball, rugby and 
athletics.  It has already made an in-principle agreement to hand over AK Reserve to the government and allow 
the government to project manage the construction of the sporting facilities while the Town of Cambridge 
provides the funding.  The Town of Cambridge wants to retain project management control of only the land 
development.  Hon Norman Moore proposed some options today, which we can probably consider if this bill is 
not passed.  The notion that the Town of Cambridge is dysfunctional is abject nonsense.  It faces issues, as does 
every local government.  I find it a bit rich for this government in particular to make such an assertion about 
sporting complexes.  I refer to the ill-fated indoor sports stadium, which seems to be chipping along in a very - 
dare I say it - dysfunctional fashion.   
I will refer to a couple of recent newspaper articles about the indoor sports stadium.  An article in The West 
Australian of Saturday, 20 November 2004, is headed “Venue needs concerted effort”, and reads -  

Perth lost one of its premier indoor concert venues two years ago when Mr Stokes - delivering on the 
warning he delivered to Dr Gallop - mothballed the Entertainment Centre.   
And now the days are numbered for the Burswood Dome.   
The Delta Goodrem concert on July 8 will be the last indoor concert staged at the Dome.   
While the Dome must remain open until the 2007 Hopman Cup, it will be restricted from hosting live 
concerts when residents start moving into the neighbouring $700 million Burswood Peninsula 
apartment project next year.   
It is a looming crisis the Government finally moved to address in July when it called for private sector 
expressions of interest to build a new multi-purpose stadium - with $50 million in Government backing 
-capable of hosting concerts and indoor sports events like the Hopman Cup.   

An article in The Australian of Tuesday, 1 June 2005, is headed “Gallop in $50m turn on stadium”.  This article, 
which takes the previous article into consideration, reads -  

THE Gallop Government says it will provide up to $50 million for a new sports and entertainment 
complex in Perth, two years after declaring no money would be made available for such a project.   

The $50 million offer is a big turnaround from August 2002, when Dr Gallop said the Government 
would not fund such a facility because too much money had been spent on the convention centre.   

“There is a limit to the extent to which the Government can play a role in that area, and that limit has 
been reached with the $130 million that we are spending on the convention centre,” he said in 2002.   

The willingness to copy the Court government’s model for the convention centre comes despite Dr 
Gallop’s calls in Opposition for that project to be scrapped.  

An article in The West Australian of 16 June 2005 is headed “Stadium bill faces $50m bow-out”, and reads -  

The WA Government is facing a potential $50 million blow-out in delivering Perth a new indoor 
stadium, raising fresh concerns about its ability to deliver its record $15.8 billion capital works program 
on time and budget.   

Mirvac Fini, one of only two private developers to have expressed interest in building the multi-purpose 
indoor stadium, has told the Government it is no longer interested in the project.   

While the Government is offering $50 million towards the cost of the new stadium, Mirvac Fini chief 
executive Adrian Fini told The West Australian the State would have to contribute almost twice that 
amount to make the deal stack up.   
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Those cost concerns were echoed by Multiplex, which is the only developer still interested in building 
the new facility, less than a month out from the Government’s July 14 tender deadline.   

The prospect of a circa-$50 million blow-out in the Government’s budget for the indoor stadium is the 
latest example of where Labor’s record $15.8 billion infrastructure program - the centrepiece of May’s 
State Budget - is coming under increasing pressure.   

An article in The West Australian of Saturday, 10 September 2005 is headed “Indoor stadium plans scrapped”, 
and reads - 

The State Government has gone back to the drawing board on Perth’s new 12,000-seat multi-purpose 
indoor stadium, abandoning a long planning process and three Multiplex designs.   

With Burswood Dome earmarked for demolition in 2008 and Perth Entertainment Centre mothballed, 
the new indoor stadium is critical to Perth’s chances of staying on the international concert circuit and 
retaining sports events such as the Hopman Cup.   

While it is not clear what caused the Government’s change of heart, it is known that the East Perth 
Redevelopment Authority had expressed concern about the site favoured by Mr Logan at the Mitchell 
Freeway end of the Entertainment Centre.   

Another article in The West Australian is headed “State to pay for $160m stadium”, and reads -  

The Gallop Government will spend $160 million building a new indoor stadium - more than three times 
the amount originally committed to the project - and take on the risk of running the venue under a 
radical revision of the project unveiled yesterday.  

The Government’s fresh proposal will also see taxpayers inherit the financial risk of running the venue 
on a day-to-day basis.  Under the original Multiplex plan, the construction giant would have taken this 
risk.   

An article in The West Australian of 13 September 2005 is headed “Labor bungle from the start”.  It reads -  

Geoff Gallop sought to justify yesterday’s dramatic change of tack on the new indoor stadium by 
blaming the private bidders for failing to deliver the desired outcomes.   

But the real fault lies with the ill-conceived stadium process which Dr Gallop’s Government set up in 
the first place.  Labor has bungled this one from the start and now is forced to pay for its planning 
ineptitude.   

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Hon PETER COLLIER:  How are we supposed to accept that the government is the great white knight coming 
to the rescue of the Town of Cambridge from its supposed dysfunctional council when it cannot keep its own 
affairs in order?  What about the methodology of the government on this issue?  In addition to the serious 
concerns that I have raised about the process that the government has undertaken in presenting this bill to the 
Parliament, I would now like to comment on a glossy brochure that the government recently distributed to the 
residents of the Town of Cambridge.  It is titled “An open letter from the State Government to the residents of 
the Town of Cambridge”.  Please let us not hear any more grumbling from members opposite about how the 
federal government has been funding an advertising campaign on the industrial relations package.  What about 
this little pearl of political impartiality?  This was distributed to the ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge to 
portray the Labor government as a paragon of virtue with regard to the Perry Lakes redevelopment.  It presents 
the government as the only real alternative for this development.  I particularly like this extract - 

However, the project has stalled since then and the Government does not believe that the Town of 
Cambridge will be able to undertake the redevelopment in an acceptable timeframe.   

I also like this one, which is found under the quaint heading “Timeline - the story so far” and states, next to the 
date 11 July 2005 -  

Town of Cambridge then held a special council meeting to discuss the State Government offer of an 
alternative solution to Town of Cambridge stadium project.  The West Australian newspaper states 
“councillors fail to mention the offer, instead they abuse each other over newspaper advertisements”.   

The brochure also includes three quotes from both present and former councillors - unnamed - critical of the 
council, and three comments from sporting executives, who are glowing in their praise of the government’s 
actions.  This little piece of political propaganda was provided by the Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure, with an opening letter from Minister MacTiernan herself. 

Hon Sally Talbot interjected.  
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Hon PETER COLLIER:  The cost is irrelevant.  The intent is what is relevant.   
This brochure is complete diatribe.  What is the motive of the government with this garbage?  Does the 
government feel so insecure on this issue that it deems it necessary to throw away taxpayers’ money to win the 
support of the local ratepayers?  The government does not need to feel insecure.  The ratepayers had their say in 
May 2005, when they expressed their views overwhelmingly. 
To conclude, this legislation is nothing more than a land grab.  It is autocratic, and it is unnecessary.   
I would now like to quote from another press release from Councillor Bill Mitchell, President of the Western 
Australian Local Government Association.  It is headed “Perry Lakes Bill Threatens Community Consultation” 
and states -  

Local communities will be at greater risk of being bullied by State Government if the Perry Lakes 
Redevelopment Bill is accepted without complaint.  

WA Local Government Association President Cr Bill Mitchell said the ideology behind the proposed 
legislation was arrogant and threatened the self determination of all local communities. 

Cr Mitchell said the underlying message that all Local Governments should take from the current 
situation confronting the Town of Cambridge was that the State Government was prepared to strip away 
community assets and participation to get its way.   

He said the precedent established by the Bill went far beyond the specific issues of the Perry Lakes 
Stadium redevelopment.  

“The legislation clearly only relates to Perry Lakes however it is the ideology behind it that should be of 
most concern to all Local Governments and their communities,” Cr Mitchell said.    

“The intention of the legislation is to strip away decision making from a local community as to their 
application of a significant asset.   

“Regardless of perceptions regarding the Town of Cambridge’s performance on the stadium 
redevelopment, no local community should support the State Government in taking this action.   

“What the state government is proposing is heavy handed interference and if they succeed in Cambridge 
what is to prevent them bullying other Councils in the same manner?”  

Cr Mitchell said the Association believed the State Government should address their concerns as to the 
progress of the development in a way that retains Council participation, rather than resorting to the 
extreme measure of introducing specific legislation.   

“It comes down to a personal choice of strategy and State Cabinet has agreed to an arrogant and 
confrontational approach that sets a new low in community consultation,” Cr Mitchell said.  

Also with regard to the planned land grab, I would now like to quote from an article in The West Australian of 
27 October this year.  The article is titled “MacTiernan sets off new shock wave” and states -  

Planning and Infrastructure Minister Alannah MacTiernan showed again this week that she is prepared 
to run roughshod over conventional property rights in order to institute her own vision of how Perth, 
and for that matter the rest of the State, should grow in the future.   

The decision on Tuesday to reverse a 10-year urban zoning on land south of Guilderton, on the Moore 
River, and return the land to its original rural status has sent a shock wave through the property 
development industry.  

In the South-West, landowners are still battling Ms MacTiernan over plans to resume part of their 
holdings - the valuable bits fronting the ocean - for public open space. 

And Town of Cambridge ratepayers face the prospect of losing control of the valuable Perry Lakes site 
if Ms MacTiernan can get legislation aimed at letting the Government take over in the long-running 
battle to redevelop the stadium and surrounding land through State Parliament. 

The three issues are variations on a theme, with the common ground being the Minister’s willingness to 
intervene where she perceives that a public interest should take priority over the existing rights of 
private property owners. 

This project could proceed with the government taking responsibility for the development of the sporting 
complexes on the AK Reserve and the Town of Cambridge taking responsibility for the residential development 
at the Perry Lakes site.  This is one of the options touted by Hon Norman Moore earlier.  This could eventuate 
only if the government desisted from its current intransigent course. 
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I urge the government to consider its motives for this bill.  It is setting an extremely dangerous precedent that has 
the potential to significantly further derail the relationship between the state government and local governments.  
I am not just talking about the Town of Cambridge; I mean all local governments.  This bill will send an 
unambiguous message to all local authorities that their tenure as legitimate voices for their local communities is 
under threat.  Without authority, without a mandate and without justification, the Western Australian Labor 
government is prepared to usurp the democratic process and impose its agenda upon local governments.  I have 
to say that it does so at its own peril. 
This development could proceed effectively and harmoniously if the government developed a less 
confrontational approach.  We could emerge from the process with magnificent basketball, rugby and athletics 
facilities that satisfied each of the sectional groups in the community at large.  In addition, we could show due 
regard for the exceptional challenges faced by the disabled and provide an alternative home for the Capricorn 
Centre that is acceptable to those involved with this remarkable institution.  Finally, we could redevelop the 
Perry Lakes site with appropriate housing that would both recoup the contributory costs associated with the 
sporting facilities and satisfy the concerns of the local community.  This can occur only if this bill is defeated 
and the government retracts from its current course.  Such a course of action will not be perceived as a backdown 
by the government.  It will not be viewed as a sign of weakness.  If anything, it will be viewed as an indication 
that the government is willing to listen to the views of the community.  The Town of Cambridge is ready to 
proceed with this project with the state government.  It has a mandate to proceed, as indicated by the 2005 May 
elections.   
As I have said, some of these further options for redevelopment were presented to the chamber this afternoon by 
Hon Norman Moore.  They may provide a future option.  However, at this stage, I remain strongly opposed to 
the bill. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [5.18 pm]:  I rise to speak on the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill 
2005 on behalf of the Greens (WA).  I want to start by saying that this is a fairly extraordinary bill for the house 
to contemplate.  It is obviously contentious.  The matters that it seeks to resolve - land tenure and redevelopment 
and the construction of new sporting facilities - are very long running matters.  I live in the Town of Cambridge, 
only a couple of streets away from Perry Lakes.  Perhaps more than other members, I read a lot about this issue 
regularly, whether in publications that come from the Town of Cambridge, the local paper or elsewhere. 
Hon Peter Collier:  We might be neighbours. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes, we might be neighbours.  I live in Evandale Street, which is not far from the land 
that is the subject of this bill.  The discussions are of a long-running nature and the disputes about what should 
be the nature of redevelopment, who should do it etc have been aired over a very long period.  It is very 
challenging to understand the mixture of issues in this debate.  I certainly have a lot of sympathy for the 
argument that it should be up to the Town of Cambridge to deal with matters on Town of Cambridge land, 
particularly in the unusual circumstance that the land is under an endowment land act that specifically restricts 
what can be done with the profits from that land.  We then throw into that mix the fact that the facilities that need 
to be redeveloped are facilities for the whole state.  Certainly, the question of whose responsibility it is to 
construct those three major sports facilities has been raised.  We then throw into the mix the fact that the land is 
immediately adjacent to a significant regional park in the form of Bold Park and that part of the land known as 
AK Reserve contains bushland that is within the designated Bush Forever sites.  Site 312 is actually Bold Park, 
but it also includes the bushland which is on the corner of AK Reserve and which forms a corridor down the 
back of AK Reserve, furthest from the road.  That bushland corridor has enormous significance.  I am a member 
of virtually all the friends of the bushland groups in the immediate area, such as Friends of Bold Park Bushland, 
Friends of Shenton Bushland and Friends of Underwood Avenue Bushland.  They all have a very strong feeling, 
as does the Urban Bushland Council, about the critical importance of maintaining a linkage between the 
bushland that remains in Kings Park and the bushland that is part of the Bold Park regional park also.  Therefore, 
that bushland corridor has enormous value. 
The other factor is that whatever happens on the existing Perry Lakes Stadium site is subject to a rezoning 
decision that the minister will make.  That is quite a critical point.  When I looked into this issue and took advice, 
it seemed to me that, to a large extent, the minister had a trump card up her sleeve, because whatever the council 
might have proposed for the site, the minister still had the option to approve or not approve a rezoning.  That is 
quite a significant factor to bear in mind.   
There have been accusations, some of which we have heard in this debate, about who is delaying what and why.  
It is like an episode of something - I do not know what.  I have taken an enormous amount of time and expended 
a lot of effort to hear all sides of the story, and I am still struggling to work it out.  I do not think there is a clear 
answer to what are the full facts and truths.  There has also been a lot of conjecture about the Town of 
Cambridge changing its position at various times.  I think everybody agrees that there have been changes of 
position.  It is not really for me to judge whether that has frustrated the process or whether it has been for very 
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legitimate reasons.  There is a lot of contention about how much the redevelopment will cost - Hon Norman 
Moore has alluded to that side of the debate - how much the sale of the land will realise and, therefore, how 
much will be left over to be returned to the Town of Cambridge.  That is indeed a significant issue.  When it 
became apparent that whatever decision the Greens (WA) made would probably be critical to the bill, the first 
step I took was to consult as widely as possible about people’s opinions on this matter.  I advertised that people 
should comment and was flooded with e-mails, phone calls and letters, which is fair and reasonable.  I have 
made every attempt to consider them all, but that did not help a lot because I discovered that there are strongly 
held views on both sides.  The people who feel that the bill should not be passed have worked very long and hard 
to persuade me of their view.  The people I see and talk to when I go to the beach in the morning give me an 
indication about the public’s reaction to contentious issues or matters of public interest.  I meet people from the 
whole spectrum of society; they are like a test group.  The people I talk to range from former members of the 
Liberal and National Parties to staunch Labor Party members and a few Greens.  The quiet advice I received 
from some of the long-term residents of the Town of Cambridge is that this matter must be sorted out because it 
has gone on for too long.  They do not care who redevelops the site but they recognise that the matter has 
reached a deadlock and that a mechanism is needed to break the impasse. 
I have found also a lot of common ground among the opinions and information that have been offered.  
Everyone agrees that the new facilities are needed urgently.  There is not much dispute about that.  There is a 
good deal of agreement that the community should play a key role in determining the redevelopment of the site, 
particularly on the Perry Lakes site, and that whatever process is undertaken, whether it is under the auspices of 
the council or the state government, the community should be fully engaged.  Many people expressed their 
concerns that the redevelopment should not unduly impact on the Perry Lakes environs and the Bush Forever site 
in particular.  I invited that input and also looked at some of the surveys the Town of Cambridge has done.  
People are concerned also that the Riding for the Disabled Association should be appropriately relocated.  Many 
people expressed their well-argued opinions and totally reasonable concerns that the facility should be relocated 
to the satisfaction of the association and that if it had to be moved, it should remain reasonably accessible to 
people in the area.  People told me also that the existing Perry Lakes Stadium site should not be “moonscaped”, 
which is the terminology for the possible flattening of the site.  I do not know how familiar members are with the 
site.  I knew it reasonably well, but I took the time to walk through it and look at each tree.  That is dedication! 
Hon Kate Doust:  Did you name them? 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I did not name them; I gave them a nice hug and told them I would do what I could!  The 
Perry Lakes Stadium site is not listed under Bush Forever and so it is not a Bush Forever issue.  However, it 
contains significant and mature indigenous trees.  Some amazing tuart trees that are several hundreds of years 
old are growing there.  It also contains very significant flooded gum trees, some of which are the biggest I have 
seen on the Perth coastal plain.  Fortunately most of the indigenous tuart trees are located around the edge of 
Alderbury and Brookdale Streets.  I also asked Dr Kingsley Dixon from the Kings Park Botanic Gardens and 
Parks Authority to give his professional opinion on the value of these trees to that site.  His opinion was very 
useful.  
My next point is that something was needed to break the deadlock.  The deadlock, from what I gathered from the 
people to whom I spoke, seemed to me to be about not only the legal issues and issues about the endowment 
lands and the money but also the politics and personalities.  Unfortunately, this dispute has resulted in some very 
heated and quite personal attacks, which means that good decisions will not be made.   
One of the areas of disagreement that became evident to me in my information gathering revolved around who 
should have control over the redevelopment.  It came down to one group considering that the Town of 
Cambridge should take control over this bit and another group considering that the state should take control over 
that bit.  I can see a lot of merit in the opinion that the Town of Cambridge should be in charge of redeveloping 
the Perry Lakes Stadium site and the state government should take control over the state facilities.  However, 
that scenario would create a few problems.   
Also, there is the question of how much money is involved, who should get it and how it should be spent.  
Should the money be spent in the coastal ward, as the Cambridge Endowment Lands Act would require, or 
should it be spent more broadly in the Town of Cambridge?  What should be the town’s contribution to the 
building of the sports facilities, maintenance and those sorts of arrangements?   
There was a lot of dispute over what is rightfully local government business and what is rightly state government 
business.  When this bill was introduced, my first reaction was that it appeared to be an intrusion into what is 
rightfully local government business.  I started out from that position.  Hon Peter Collier and I agree that local 
government is the level of government in which the community can become involved in decisions that affect it.  
We have a lot of sympathy in supporting local government’s role.   
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The debate came down to who can be trusted.  A lot of discussion took place about trustworthiness and who can 
be trusted to undertake projects of this scale involving this sort of money, and who can be trusted to carry them 
out in a timely and responsible manner.  That ball has been kicked around a lot.   

Another area of disagreement was that there are hidden agendas in this push for a bill and that, in fact, it is an 
attempt to sneak through provisions that relate to the Stephenson Highway reserve.  I have been reassured that 
this bill does not provide for that.  Perhaps in the committee stage we can talk about that in more detail.  It has 
been said this bill is a covert land grab and it will set a precedent for the state government to intervene in other 
local authority matters to take land in a similar way.  The financial risks associated with such projects has been 
raised with me, and there is a lot of disagreement about that.  A number of Town of Cambridge residents have 
told me that they are concerned that if the council undertakes responsibility for these projects, ratepayers’ money 
will be in jeopardy.  I do not know whether that is speculation or that would be the case.   
Another obvious area of disagreement is within the council.  It is clear that the impasse that has been reached 
within the council is solid, and that is a real shame.  I also undertook to consult with a range of people, which 
included meeting with the mayor, the deputy mayor and the chief executive officer of the Town of Cambridge.  I 
met with three other councillors, and I certainly had correspondence and e-mails from the rest of the councillors.  
I met with all the peak sporting body representatives who have an interest in rugby, basketball and athletics, and 
with the Western Australian Institute of Sport.  I met with a couple of councillors from the City of Nedlands 
because if the stadium is to be constructed on the corner of Underwood Avenue, at least part of it will be in the 
City of Nedlands.  The City of Nedlands, therefore, has an interest in ensuring that its views are taken into 
consideration.  I must say that sort of leant me towards thinking that one of the differences with the state 
conducting this project is that the state would have the capacity to negotiate with all councils and other bodies in 
a slightly different way from the Town of Cambridge.  I am not suggesting that the Town of Cambridge was not 
consulting with the City of Nedlands.  Interestingly enough, the part of Floreat that immediately faces the 
existing Perry Lakes Stadium site is actually in the City of Nedlands, and not at all in the Town of Cambridge.  
Therefore, the City of Nedlands obviously has a strong interest in how this redevelopment occurs.  Arguably a 
state government community consultation process might better ensure that the residents of Nedlands have their 
views included.  Again, I am not suggesting that a Town of Cambridge process would exclude those residents; 
that is just one argument that was put. 
I met on several occasions with the Coastal Ward Ratepayers Association.  As I said, I made a number of site 
visits and looked at the vegetation corridors and the existing trees.  I took advice from the various bushland 
groups about the importance of the bush; not that I needed much persuasion there, having been well aware of the 
argument for a corridor that goes right through to the coast.  As I said, I also corresponded with numerous other 
individuals, including ratepayers and the Friends of Bold Park Bushland.  I also met with a couple of people 
from the City of Subiaco to discuss the criteria that it used for ensuring sustainability in some of its 
redevelopments.  I read all the written material that I was able to put my hands on and I also discussed the bill 
and the issue with members of Parliament, both in this house and in the other place, from all parties and 
including the Independents to gauge some sense.  It appeared to me that the bill had attracted a range of positions 
and had not met universal opposition; some members of the other place have chosen to support it. 
Members will be aware that when the bill was originally introduced, I stated my initial strong reservations about 
it and that a very good case for intervention by the state government would have to be made to persuade me that 
the role of the local authority should be usurped and that a very strong case would have to be made for a public 
interest test; virtually the government would have to persuade me that there were few options on how else to 
resolve the matter.  As I said, I was flooded with conflicting views, opinions and information on the matter as 
soon as it became apparent that it would be brought to a head by way of a bill.  Another factor that influenced 
my deliberations on the bill was my awareness that the government was not only logically and naturally 
approaching the Greens for discussions, giving us a briefing and asking us for our support for the bill, but also 
directing briefings and requests for support towards members of the Liberal Party.  I am well aware that 
discussions were afoot, certainly with some of the members of the Liberal Party, although I do not know how 
many.  There were indications that the Liberals would consider supporting the bill if agreement could be reached 
on the financial side of things.  It was clear to me that, if the Greens (WA) chose to stay out of any discussion, it 
was highly likely that the bill would pass with the support of the Liberal opposition in the Legislative Council, 
with a proviso that certain amounts of money were guaranteed to the Town of Cambridge, and certain other 
arrangements were met.  In the light of that in particular, I felt that there was no reason for me to stand outside 
the process, because it seemed from the information provided that many people accepted that some 
redevelopment would go ahead, but they wanted to ensure that it met certain conditions. 
It was certainly my understanding that neither the state government nor the Town of Cambridge had committed 
itself, in anything that I had seen or heard, to the conservation of the Bush Forever corridor on AK Reserve.  In 
fact, to my understanding, the Town of Cambridge proposal was to try to put all three sporting facilities on the 
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AK Reserve site.  From all the plans I have seen there was no way that that could have been done without 
removing most of the Bush Forever bush.  I decided that I would enter into some discussions, given that the 
development was going to go ahead anyway, whoever was going to do it.  It is certainly the preference of the 
Greens that the state government and the Town of Cambridge come to some agreement.  I have not totally given 
up hope that that is still possible.  There is a lot of merit in getting some assurance that, if this bill passes, the 
state government will continue to ensure that the Town of Cambridge has a role in decisions, particularly about 
the Perry Lakes Stadium site.  Appropriately, the town should still be part of that consultation.   

I had a preference, and it seemed to me that quite a few people had the same preference, for the stadium to be 
redeveloped exactly on the site it occupies at the moment.  I certainly went down the path of considering that.  
There were two things that, I understand, militated against that.  One was the orientation of the existing site.  It 
was put to me very strongly by people from AthleticA that they wanted to move to the Underwood Avenue 
corner of the AK Reserve in order to maximise the orientation, to get tailwinds or whatever it is they need for 
athletics meets.  I understand also, although I do not know whether it is accurate, that if it were to be decided that 
the stadium would be redeveloped on the existing site, there would be considerable opposition from residents 
about lighting.  People adjacent are not keen on having a stadium with Subiaco Oval-style floodlights, and I can 
understand that.  For those reasons, even though I think that site is not ideal in terms of retaining a bushland 
corridor, I can understand, from the discussions I have had, that it is the best option.   
Given those factors, I drew up a list of things I considered necessary if the Greens (WA) were to consider 
supporting this bill.  My first consideration was conservation of the natural vegetation on the AK Reserve - to 
preserve the regionally significant Bush Forever bushland and the linkage through to Bold Park, which includes 
some amazing mature tuarts, none of which should be lost.  I wanted to ensure that the mature trees around the 
existing stadium site would be preserved.  I also wanted to ensure that the Riding for the Disabled Association 
would be satisfactorily relocated if it could not remain on that site, and that it would be moved to a nearby 
location that provided access to similar sorts of riding trails.  I also sought an assurance that a full and 
comprehensive community engagement process would be undertaken to ensure that the local community had a 
strong say in the redevelopment of the Perry Lakes Stadium site.  On the issue of the tree belt around the edge of 
the Perry Lakes Stadium site, I have negotiated with the government for 15 per cent of the site to be public open 
space, which will include the mature trees as a non-negotiable factor, regardless of whatever else happens on that 
site.  That will provide a buffer and a visual break between whatever redevelopment takes place on that site and 
the existing residential areas across the road.  These changes will be made by way of amendments to the bill.   
Words will also be included in the bill to describe the criteria for the sustainability of any redevelopment, 
including for the sporting facilities and housing.  We will no doubt deal with that in detail when we get to the 
relevant part of the bill.  I will not read out what those principles will include, because it would take up a chunk 
of my time to do so.  Instead, I draw members’ attention to paragraphs (a) to (k) on page 4 of the supplementary 
notice paper, which contain the principles that must be adhered to in the redevelopment.  They basically relate to 
best practice, energy efficiency, water efficiency, the siting of buildings to ensure passive solar design and those 
sorts of criteria.  I drew heavily on the conditions of sale agreement drawn up by the City of Subiaco for the 
Australian Fine China site, which appears to be a comprehensive document for a redevelopment in a similar area 
- it is a couple of kilometres east of the Perry Lakes site.  Since a lot of work had gone into describing the criteria 
in that agreement, I drew quite heavily on that document.  The sporting facilities will also have to meet similar 
sustainability criteria.   
I had to work quite hard to ensure that these commitments would be embedded in the bill rather than simply 
accept an assurance from the government that best practice and sustainability issues would be addressed in any 
redevelopment.  Such an assurance was not adequate to gain my support for the bill.  It is important that we 
include a form of words in the bill so that the state government can be held to those requirements.   
Another issue is public transport access to both redevelopment sites.  The number of people who live in that area 
will obviously increase, as the site is currently a stadium.  Whatever redevelopment occurs, public transport must 
be increased and enhanced to meet the needs of the people who live there.  Similarly, there must be public 
transport access to the new sports facilities.   
I have required that the Perry Lakes Stadium site also have a component that includes aged accommodation.  
That was one of the things that came through in quite a few of the public submissions.  I think another member 
made the same comment; namely, that the age structure at City Beach and Floreat is such that there are quite a 
few old people there.  For example, the woman who lives next door to me is over 90 and can no longer live on a 
quarter-acre block with a large house.  A commitment should be made to ensure in the redevelopment that the 
option was readily available for people who might have lived in the area for a long time. 
I have also required a prescribed height restriction.  We have had quite a tussle over what that would be.  I will 
be seeking some further assurances by way of response from the parliamentary secretary.  I wish that there was a 
maximum R coding.  It is my understanding that the community consultation process will have a strong role in 
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determining what the ultimate R coding is, but I have made allowances: if we are looking at recognising that 
requirement in order to make Perth sustainable in the bigger picture, there needs to be some increased density.  It 
will obviously not be a redevelopment of the same density of the surrounding areas, but I believe that a 
redevelopment with very strong limitations for reducing environmental impact and meeting sustainability criteria 
would allow for some up-to-five-storey-high development, but on only a small part of the site.  Five storeys is 
not higher than the existing stadium. 
I have talked about maintaining the biological linkage.  I have required that that also includes improving and 
enhancing the linkage, because the understorey is quite degraded.  In order for it to be more effective, it is 
important that there is a commitment to enhancing it.  I have talked about community consultation.  Another 
point on which I agree with Hon Norman Moore is the issue of some guaranteed returns to the Town of 
Cambridge.  As a result, we now have an amendment that includes a guaranteed $50 million, which is on page 2 
of the supplementary notice paper.  At least $50 million would be returned to the Town of Cambridge. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Would you like to seek leave to continue your remarks? 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I could do that.   

[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later stage.] 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House). 
 


