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THE SPEAKER (Mr Clarko) took the Chair at 2.00 pm, and read prayers.

PETITION - COMO SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL, GYMNASIUM.
PERFORMING ARTS CENTRE

MR PENDAL (South Perth) [2.02 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned citizens from the Electoral District of South Perth express
disappointment over the decision not to allocate funds for a gymnasium/
performing arts centre at Como Senior High School and URGENTLY request the
Government to include such an allocation in the 1994j95 Budget.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 118 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 197.]

PETITION - CIT Y OF PERTH, PERTH CITY COUNCIL CHANGES
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Leader of the Opposition) 12.04 pmn]: I present the
following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
We the undersigned the petitioners, residents of Western Australia and electors of
the City of Perth, strongly oppose any moves to change the boundaries of the City
of Perth without full consultation of the electors.
We also oppose any move to dismiss our elected representatives on the Perth City
Council and replace them with Commissioners or Administrators.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 247 signatures and I certify that it conforms to the standing orders of
the Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 198.]

PETITION - POLICE, ARMADALE REGION, ADDITIONAL ALLOCATION
MRS HALLAHAN (Armadale) [2.06 pm]: I present the following petition -

To: The Honourable the Speaker and members of the Legislative Assembly of
the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament assembled.
Given recent disturbing incidents, we the undersigned call on the State
Government to allocate more police to the Armadale Region, so that appropriate
police action can be taken to protect residents from disturbances, and assault, and
to protect their property, their homes and motor vehicles from damage.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.
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The petition bears 81 signatures andlI certif that it conforms to the standing orders of the
Legislative Assembly.
The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be brought to the Table of the House.
[See petition No 199]1

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - BY THE MINISTER FOR LABOUR
RELATIONS

Building Management Authority, Voluntary Severance Scheme
MR KIIERATH (Riverton - Minister for Labour Relations) [2.08 pm]: In August of this
year, the Building Management Authority offered a voluntary severance scheme to
employees. Members will recall that the target of that scheme was to reduce staff
numbers by 140. The announcement of the scheme of course produced the predictable
howls of protest from the union movement and the Opposition. That protest was not
supported by the staff of the BMA. I am delighted to be able to tell the House today that
the severance scheme has been an outstanding success. Instead of the targeted 140 BMA
employees, a total of 320 people, mainly from the construction, maintenance, design and
associated support areas agreed to take up the voluntary severance offer. The majority of
these severances were funded from within the BMA's total budget allocation for wages
and salaries for this financial year. Cabinet also approved supplementary funding of an
additional $1.7m for the extra severance packages. T'his is prudent management, as the
initial and short-term extra cost will lead to significant longer-term gain.
The aim of the scheme is the creation of a more efficient and focused BMA with a work
force of the size needed to get the job done. In the current economic climate and with the
BMA's new emphasis on being a manager of building assets and projects and not a
builder, there had to be change. The staff reductions in the targeted areas provide
significant opportunities for the BMA to become more efficient while still retaining the
necessary skills to manage consultants and contractors and advise Government on
building related matters. I stress that the BMA has a critical role to play in ensuring
efficient delivery by the private sector, providing informed advice to Government and
leading building industry reforms in this State.
Members will be aware that the BMA already contracts out much of its work to the
private sector- The downsizing means that this proportion will increase; in fact, more
than 80 per cent of BMA managed work will now be contracted out. The BMA has acted
in a highly professional manner in putting in place the severance scheme, and the
reaction of the staff was extremely responsible. I commend both the management and
staff for their actions. I remind members that the responsible management of this staff
reduction scheme is in stark contrast to the 1984-85 severance scheme. That scheme will
be remembered for the tremendous human, financial and organisational costs the Burke
Government caused as it established the BMA out of the old PWD. At that time there
were more than 2 000 employees and, amid much trauma, more than 300 went. Today,
with little drama and no industrial activity - but with a far greater impact on the overall
size of the operations of the BMA - out of about 1 400 employees, 320 have gone
voluntarily. Today's employees were fully informed of the program and recognised the
need for change. The objectives have been met largely from within the BMA's budget.
The BMA is now well positioned for the future, and this exercise should also serve as a
lesson to members opposite as to what can be achieved through good management.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - BY THE MINISTER FOR PLANNING
Metropolitan Region Scheme, Major Amendments

MR LEWIS (Applecross - Minister for Planning) [2.12 pm]: Members may recall that
on 8 July I informed the House that the State Planning Commission was to begin the first
stage of a series of major amendments to the metropolitan region scheme, a strategy
aimed at guaranteeing future housing land supplies for the next 10 years. The first stage
of this program included the rezoning of land in the foothills suburbs of Hazelmere,
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Helena Valley, High Wycombe, Forrescfleld and Wattle Grove. Central to the proposal
was the rezoning of more than 800 hectares for housing, a further 210 hectares for
conservarion, and 189 hectares for light industrial use. Over the past four months the
commission has consulted widely with affected land owners, local authorities and interest
groups in line with the proper consultative mechanisms continued within the major
amendment statutory process. Of the 176 public submissions the commission received,
60 people and organisations requested, and were granted, formal hearings to air their
views on the amendment. After considering the written and verbal submissions, the
commission made a number of recommendations which I have submitted to the
Governor, and of which he has approved. These include changes to the original proposal,
which I believe reflect the wishes of the local communities affected by the amendment.
The original proposal included the rezoning from rural to urban deferred an area
commonly known as Bus hmead, in Helena Valley - an area many. conservation groups
believe is worthy of protection. Accordingly, the Government, on the recommendation
of the State Planning Commission, removed the Bushmead and adjacent Helena Valley
rezoning from the amendment. Furthermore, the Government has agreed to remove from
the amendment an area described as M53 in Forresttield, which is currently the subject of
a consultative environmental review. This was done at the request of concerned
environmentalists and land owners. Although the amendment has been altered from its
original form, it still fulfils the Government's desire to see enough zoned urban land
made available to help meet the future housing needs of Perth's growing population. The
amendment will include 397 hectares for future housing which is expected to produce
more than 3 500 housing lots with the potential to provide homes for more than 10 700
people. Although the amount of land that will be set aside for conservation has decreased
from 210 to 117 hectares, this reflects the decision to remove the M53 area from
inclusion.
I also present to the Parliament today a further major amendment which will allow the
Shire of Mundaring to proceed with its town planning scheme No 3. Within five short
months the coalition Government has finalised and presented to the Parliament two major
amendments to the metropolitan region scheme. The speed and efficiency with which
these amendments have been prepared and submissions processed show that the statutry
process, when properly followed, works to the benefit of the whole community. It should
be noted that these amendments have been prepared in accordance with the Statutes, and
with virtually no public controversy. By proceeding this way the Government has
reinstated the integrity of the system and, as a result, public confidence in the planning
process. The major amendment program being followed by the Government further
highlights a desire to see a greater degree of public scrutiny of planning for Perth's future
than was demonstrated by the previous Government. Notwithstanding that the major
amendments to the metropolitan region scheme have been tabled, I table these additional
copies for dhe information of members.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT - BY THE MINISTER FOR LOCAL
GOVERNMENT

City of Perth Legislation Amendment, Burswood Complex Included in Town of
Shepperton

MR OMODEI (Warren - Minister for Local Government) [2.16 pm]: On 18 October
1993 the State Government announced its intention to restructure the City of Perth to
create a capital city council and three new towns. Since then I have attended a number Of
meetings with residents, councillors, unions, and community and business groups.
Almost 1 000 people have attended three public meetings in Wembley, Victoria Park and
North Perth. I have acknowledged publicly that some concern has clearly been expressed
about the level of consultation which preceded the Government's announcement.
However, I have also noted strong support for the need to address longstanding issues
about the central business district. That support has been most heartening. Out of the
three public meetings to dare the one major area of concern has been the proposal to
include the Burswood complex within the City of Perth. The State Government believes
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that sound reasons exist for this and, indeed, the consultants recommended such a course
of action. However, it has become clear chat many residents of the proposed new town of
Shepperton are concerned about this proposal. The State Government has considered
those strongly held views and has agreed to amend the Bill to include the Burswood
complex into the proposed town of Shepperton.
In making this decision the Government has acknowledged the view that not enough
regard has been had for geographic communities of interest. I particularly recognise the
strong representation in this regard of Hon Clive Griffiths M1LC, Hon Barbara Scott
MLC, and Phillip Pendal MLA. They have clearly had the opportunity of wide
consultation and they have highlighted this issue as the major concern. The historic and
geographic proximity of this area to Victoria Park and Carlisle will be recognised by the
amendment to the legislation. This decision also shows how hollow the Opposition's
views are in promoting conspiracy theories between the Government and business
groups. The decision by the State Government to include Burswood in the town of
Shepperton will mean that it will receive more than $1.25m of rates income each year.
An already viable proposed town council will now become even more so, and I look
forward to the Opposition's support.

[Questions without notice taken.]

WORKPLACE AGREEMENTS BILL
Returned

Bill returned from the Council with amendments.

MOTION WITHOUT NOTICE - STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION
Attorney General to Stand Down, Kyle Report and Colin Edwardes

MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [2A47 pm]: I move, without notice -
That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable
consideration forthwith of the following motion -

That this House finds that -

(a) by adopting a public position against the findings and procedures
of the Kyle inquiry, with respect to legal action threatened by her
husband Colin Edwardes, the Attorney General has again proved
that she lacks the high standards of impartiality and legal judgment
expected by the community and is therefore unsuited for the high
office that she holds; and

(b) by failing to renounce any continuing contact with Dr Wayne
Bradshaw and her friendship with him the Attorney General has
failed to recognise her public duty to ensure that anyone who is
reasonably suspected of criminal activity is brought to account.

This House, therefore, calls upon her to stand down until she can give the
House clear assurances that -
(1) the Director of Public Prosecutions does not intend to take any

action against her husband Colin Edwardes arising out of the Kyle
report into the affairs of the City of Wanneroo; and

(2) either her husband Colin Eclwardes does not intend to seek any
judicial review of the findings and procedures of the Kyle inquiry,
or those proceedings are finalised.

I emphasise that this motion is not about the ability of a private citizen to take action to
defend himself. It is not about Mr Colin E-dwardes' right to try to clear his name in any
way that he sees fit. It is about the action of the Attorney General in regard to Mr Colin
Edwaides' desire to take that action. I have emphasised in this place a number of times
when the conduct of the Attorney General has been raised this year that the position of
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Attorney General is unique in the Cabinet process. It is not the same position as that of a
Minister of the Crown going about his or her ordinary duties.

Points of Order
Mr CJI. BARNETT: Neither the Attorney General nor any member of Government has
received a copy of the motion. It is an extremely complicated and long motion, which
also reflects on members of the community. At least the countesy should be extended to
the Attorney General and members of the Government to read die motion before the
member continues. The motion could have been provided five minutes ago.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I do nor believe that is a point of order. It is a point of view. The
matter is urgent, and the standing orders provide for such a suspension to address urgent
mattens.
Mr Court: Why not have a matter of public importance?
Mr D.L. SMITH: We want to suspend standing orde-rs so that we can move a motion.
Mr Court: A procedure exists where members can debate a mailer of public importance -
Mr D.L. SMITH: The Premier is not the Speaker, and he is not running the House yet, I
hope!
Mr Speaker, the standing orders clearly provide that a motion can be moved to suspend
standing orders. That is simply what the motion is about. Procedural fairness to the
Government of the day or the lack of notice and the like are not matters which impinge
on standing orders. The standing orders allow for a motion to suspend to be moved at
any time.
The SPEAKER: Order! There is value in providing members with notice of motions,
particularly when of some duration. However, the standing orders state clearly that a
member can move the suspension of standing orders, and there is no requirement to give
notice.

Debate Resumed
Mr D.L. SMITH: In debates that have taken place already this year relating to the
conduct of the Attorney General and other matters, I emphasised a number of times that
the position of the Attorney General is different from that of other Ministers, because she
is the first law officer for the State of Western Australia. I refer to a speech by the
Attorney General when she was a member of the former Opposition, relating to the
Commission on Government Bill on Thursday, 26 November 1992 - less than 12 months
ago, when she said -

We have seen problems with the office of the Attorney General which have not
necessarily been in the public interest. We must ensure that the office of the
Attorney General is independent from Cabinet. If Cabinet decisions are made
with which the Attorney General does not agree, and if conflict occurs between
the Attorney General, the advice given and the independence of the Attorney
General, the occupant usually resigns.

A famous English case deals with a situation of conflict between the Attorney General of
the day and his Cabinet colleagues regarding whether he should take action on statements
made by union officials encouraging the army in England to not rake action to prevent
industrial action at that time. The whole notion of chat impartiality is summarised in this
way: Because the Attorney General is the first law officer or senior law officer -
whichever she prefers to be called - she cannot be seen to be doing political things. She
cannot be seen to be doing things at the behest of Cabinet. If she in her legal opinion
differs from the view of Cabinet she must make that clear and resign as a matter of
principle. She is never allowed to make a legal decision for political reasons in her
capacity as the senior law officer even though it may affect political considerations.
The same principles very much apply when it comes not to her political Cabinet
colleagues but to people who are close to her. It is one thing for the Attorney General to
have an opinion about these matters but it is another thing to express that opinion in the
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way she has. As I understand it, the first indication that she had made a statement on the
matter was last Wednesday evening, and the first report of that appeared in The West
Australian on Thursday morning last. I was of a mind to move the motion last Thursday
but the Attorney General was not here. For that reason the Opposition decided to stand
over the motion until the Attorney was here to enable us to debate the matter.
As to whether the matter is of major public importance and urgent, I remind the House
that legal action is being taken by the Attorney General's husband to move against the
findings of the Kyle report and as to its ptocedurai fairness. The words used by the
Attorney General featured in an article in The West Australian by Malcolm Quekert and
Wendy Pryer last Thursday -

Attorney-General Cheryl Edwardes yesterday attacked the Kyle Report into
Wanneroo City Council and said her public servant husband, Colin, had been
denied natural justice and treated unfairly.
Mrs Edwardes said her husband was considering a legal challenge against adverse
findings the report made about his conduct.
She said it lacked natural justice and procedural fairness.

And further on -

Asked yesterday about the findings about her husband, Mrs Edwardes said:
"Those matters in terms of the Kyle Report have actually been referred to his
solicitor. I think you will find there were certain elements lacking in terms of
natural justice and procedural fairness .., that has been referred to his solicitors
for advice."

We know from other reports that the advice is that he should take action and that he is
intending to take action. On this side of the House we have no problem with Mr
Edwardes taking any action he chooses, but, after he has announced his decision to take
that action, it is another matter for the Attorney General to say that she considers a legal
challenge against adverse findings -

Point of Order
Mr CiJ. BARNEUT: The member is debating the substance of the motion rather than to
suspend standing orders. He is mounting a case in support of the motion he intends to
move. He should be putting the case in support of the suspension of standing orders.
The SPEAKER: I have said many times that this is a complicated area. I indicate to the
member for Mitchell that I was beginning to form a similar view. I ask him to cast his
mind back to approximately a fortnight ago when two members were speaking on a
motion to suspend standing orders. One member spoke well wide of the mark, but the
member for Mitchell did extremely well. Therefore, I urge him to relate his comments
precisely to the form of the motion before us.
Mr D.L. SMITH: 1 hear what you say, Mr Speaker. The problem always in these matters
is that one must deal with some of the subject matter to achieve two things: First, to
demonstrate that it is a matter of public importance and, second, that it is an urgent
matter. In doing that one needs to at least illustrate the subject matter by explaining the
factual background rather than debating the issue of whether that impugns the standards
we think are impugned and which the main motion is about. While I will do my best to
bear in mind that I am not to stray into the question of judging the conduct, at least I must
for the information of the House explain the background to the matter in a way that is
historical and relates more to its importance and urgency than to the question of whether
the conduct itself -
The SPEAKER: It must be done within terms of the motion to suspend standing orders.
I am sure the member will be able to do that. I witnessed him doing so recently.

Debate Resumed
Mr D.L. SMITH: The suspension of standing orders is to allow consideration of the
matters!I was beginning to address. It needs to be emphasised in relation to the matters
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on which the Attorney General was commenting that two possible legal proceedings
could soon be taken. Firstly, the Kyle report has been referred to the Director of Public
Prosecutions; therefore, criminal prosecution may be involved if the DPP decides to take
action. Secondly, apparently Mr Edwaxdes wants to take civil proceedings regarding the
procedural fairness of the Kyle committee, and by that route challenge the committee's
findings.
This is a matter of extreme public importance. The Attorney General's comments have
appeared in print even though she clearly knows, as indicated through her own
statements, that legal advice has been sough: and that a legal challenge will be mounted.
She is aware, from questions raised in this House and statements made to the media
generally, that the file has been directed to the DPP. This substantive allegation
involving Mr Edwardes and the reference to the DPP is obviously not an ordinary matter,
or one that the Parliament should easily disregard.
The substantive allegation is that Mr Edwardes used information apparently obtained
from the police file about the past record -

Point of Order
Mr C.J. BARNEWr: Further to my earlier point of order, the member for Mitchell
clearly is going through the allegations and documents which he regards as evidence
rather than discussing why standing orders should be suspended.
The SPEAKER: The member for Mitchell should draw his remarks more closely to the
motion before the Chair. I have said that such a motion is a difficult matter, but the
member must abide by the requirements of the House. 1 have given the member some
latitude during the first five minutes of his speech - I felt that appropriate - but he is now
in the middle of his allotted time and he should direct his remarks precisely to why we
should suspend standing orders.

Debate Resuned
Mr D.L. SMITI-: I will conclude the matters I was raising, and then move to the matter
of the motion. The allegation against Mr Edwartics is that he used police information
about a rape charge against a councillor, who had made a complaint to the Minister of the
day about the conduct of ocher councillors. That complaint resulted in a public inquiry
into the City of Wannemoo. The inference was that unless the councillor withdrew his
support for the inquiry, the information regarding that rape charge would be made public.
That is a very serious matter. Firstly, it goes to the public propriety of local government;
secondly, it relates to the privacy of the individual who was being threatened or
blackmailed in that way.
The Attorney General is in a different position from members of Cabinet in general. Her
position must be absolutely impartial. Her comments regarding the merits of
Mr Edwardes' legal action were made in the context of her being the Minister
supervising the conduct of the office of the DPP and responsible for the appointment of
the Director of Public Prosecutions. Also, the Attorney General is responsible for the
appointment of judges and for the administration of the courts. The Attorney's public
comments on matters relating to issues which will appear before the courts is a matter
well known in the law as being a contempt of the court, in the sense that it interferes with
the due administration of justice.
We ame aware of the Murphy and Wran cases. Thie only difference between those cases
and die one under discussion is that they related to criminal charges being laid, although
the Wran case involved an appeal being intimated regarding the outcome of proceedings
against Hon Lionel Murphy. However, the High Court judgment in those cases - this is
the critical element - indicated that the laws of contempt apply to civil as well as criminal
matters. Also, the judgment indicated that whether or not a person intended to influence
the court was not important; the importance is whether the comments could be perceived
to influence the court.
It is bad enough for any member of the public to make comments about pending or
threatened legal proceedings, but it is more serious for the Attorney General to make
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such comments. She is responsible for the due function of the DPP and the appointment
of judges to the courts, and she meets at least monthly with the Chief Justice of the
Supreme Court of Western Australia. Therefore, her comments are more important than
those made by any person in the media or any other member of the public. She is clearly
in a position to influence the courts not only through ber views but also in the sense that
judges and the DPP are in effect chosen and supervised by her.
Also, the Attorney General is the officer responsible for the Crown Law Department and
the Solicitor General. If Mr Kyle and members of his committee are to be represented in
any proceedings taken by the Attorney's husband, the advice and support will be
arranged by the Crown Law Department and the Solicitor General It may be that they
will act personally for Mr Kyle and other members of the committee in defending any
proceedings taken by Mr Edwardes. Alternatively, it may be that the Solicitor General
and the Crown Law Department believe the matter should be briefed out to a private
firm. However, they will meet the bills charged by the private firm.
Clearly, the Parliament should be very concerned if the wife of the person taking the
action will be supervising the request from the Minister for Local Government, his
department or Mr Kyle for legal representation, will be involved in deciding whether
Crown Law will be involved in assisting Mr Kyle, and will be entitled from time to time
to seek information from the Solicitor General on the progress of the matter. It is an
impossible situation for the Attorney to believe she can act, and be seen to be acting,
impartially when her husband is involved in taking legal action to defend his name
regarding the findings of the Kyle report, It is one thing to ask a person to dissociate
herself from her the role of the spouse, and another to be able to be seen to do that by the
community at large.
In this case the Attorney General has compounded the situation enormously by making
public statements. Her comments are not reported as the spouse of Colin Edwardes, but
as the Attorney General. She made those comments as the Attorney General, and
consequently they carried the full weight of that position-
The SPEAKER: Order! I have been listening intently for some minutes to the member.
The member is not debating the motion before the House. He must provide the reasons
that standing orders should be suspended, and not debate the issue.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I will not delay the House any longer. I have already said enough to
persuade the House that this is a matter of great seriousness; it did arise only last
Thursday, and the matter was not pursued then because the Attorney General was not
here to defend herself. The matter does relate to a immediately pending legal action and
decisions by the DPP. In my view the motion should be debated by the House before that
action is initiated or the decisions made.
MR CJ. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the House) [3.1O pm.]: Standing Order
No 419 refers clearly to cases of urgent necessity. Where is the urgency?
Dr Gallop: Let me get up and speak after you finish and I will define it for you.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Where is the great urgency, the great necessity? The Opposition
may well consider that this is a matter of importance.
Mrs Hallahan: Don't you?
Mr C.J. BARNETT: It may well be; that is up to the House to decide. Where is the
urgency? The Attorney General's statements were made last Wednesday. Questions
have been asked continually in this House about those statements. Where now is the
sudden matter of urgency? More important than that, for good reason, this Parliament
has in place procedures which allow debate to be brought by the Opposition on matters of
public importance. That avenue was available to the Opposition.
Dr Lawrence: It is still available this week.
Mr C.J. BARNETT- The opportunity to bring on a matter of public importance is
available to the Opposition. Presumably the Opposition must think this is a most
important matter because only matters of importance to the Opposition could possibly
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warrant the suspension of standing orders. What did the Opposition choose? Those
opposite decided that they would suspend standing orders rather than use what is
available to them, without question; that is, to raise a matter of public importance. They
have tried to be too smart by half. They said, "We will save our matter of public
importance for later in the week and we will use this issue to run a suspension of standing
orders motion." That behaviour is quite against the spirit of standing orders, which are
there for good reasons. Members should move to suspend standing orders only for a
matter of utter urgency.
Mr D.L. Smith interjected.
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Mitchell has had 20 minutes. The Opposition
should have used the vehicle available to it -
Dr Lawrence: Suspension of standing orders is available to us.

Mr C.J BARNETT: - that is, a matter of public importance. We would then have been
half way through the debate. But members opposite did not want to do that. They
wanted to be too smart by half. What has the Opposition done by using this procedure?
It has come in here with a long motion which casts aspersions upon the Attorney General
and members of her family. Those opposite did not extend to her or to members of her
family the courtesy of any advance notice - none at all, not a skerrick. A matter of public
importance would have required the Opposition to extend to the Attorney General some
courtesy, some prior notice. But this Opposition has no courtesy, no respect for the
standing orders of the House.
Having done this, having played this grubby little trick and tried to get the suspension of
standing orders, having sought to misuse the reasons under which standing orders can be
suspended, what have those opposite now put into the public record? They have talked
about the threats of legal action by the Attorney General's husband, Colin Edwardes, and
about the lack of high standards of impartiality. They have passed public criticism on the
Attorney General before.
Here is the test for this Opposition - Opposition members are now going weak; as soon as
they get challenged, they back off every time - heme is the deal; here is my response to
them in public. Let us see whether those opposite are up to it. They should have put up a
matter of public importance, but they did not. They tried to be too smart. They tried to
suspend standing orders. They used this to cast aspersions upon the character of the
Attorney General and her husband. We will give them the best of both worlds: We will
agree to the suspension of standing orders - we should not, but we will - and we will
allow one hour for the debate, and let us see how good the Opposition is. Let us see
whether the Opposition could have dealt with this as a matter of public importance. The
member for Mitchell has already had 20 minutes to speak on the matter. Let us see how
good the Leader of the Opposition is. Let the Opposition get up now. The only reason
we are doing this is that the Attorney General deserves the right, and must be given the
opportunity, to defend herself now. Those opposite have abused their rights as members
of Parliament. Let them get to their feet now, and we will see how good they are,
whether they can make their case. They have an hour to do it.
Several members interjected.
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [3.15 pm]: The Leader of the House and the Minister for
Energy is very keen on truncating things. He truncates power stations and he wants to
truncate debate here today. He asked a very simple question: What is the meaning of the
term "urgency" and how does it relate to this matter? The moving of the suspension of
standing orders to consider this issue is precisely the way in which it should be dealt
with: Firstly, because it is a matter of urgency - 1 will explain what that means later;
secondly, because the suspension of standing orders allows the sort of debate that we
need on the precise motion that is being moved.
What do we mean by a matter of urgency? We mean that a matter of public importance
is urgent if the material with which it is dealing is of profound political importance. Let
us look at the material we are dealing with here in respect of that tangled web that we can
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call Wanneroo Inc. These are the claims and allegations that have been made in the
media and in the Kyle report. [ will mention four of them. If this is not a definition of
urgency and extreme public importance, I do not know what is.
Firstly, bribery and corruption. It is alleged in the Kyle report that there was bribery and
corruption in the Wanneroo City Council. Secondly, it has been alleged in the media that
there has been an attempt to blackmail citizens in carrying out their duties either on the
Wannerco City Council or as citizens concerned with public interest.
Mr W. Smith: Where does the word "blackmail" come from?
Dr GALLOP: The member should read The West Australian newspaper of 29 October
1993.

Point of Order
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member is quoting from reports and he is clearly trying to
make the case. The Government has responded to the case to suspend standing orders by
putting an offer on the cable. The Opposition seems to be incapable of responding. We
will not sit here and let the motion to suspend standing orders be used to debate the case
and to quote from reports. Let us see whether we can have a debate first.
The SPEAKER: Order! I must say that it is my practice to give speakers a little time to
get to the point- In the case of the member for Victoria Park, I think he did not need that.
I thought he was relating matters very closely to the question of the suspension of
standing orders. Unlike many of t people who speak in this place, he was saying that
the matter was urgent, which I would regard as the reason to suspend standing orders, and
he was giving some other examples. I agree with t point that if, hypothetically, the
member for Victoria Park were to read an extremely long section of the Kyle report - I
have no evidence that he wiUl do that - it would be appropriate to stop him because
clearly this type of motion is not about long statements. I thought chat he was relating his
remarks well to the motion, and I compliment him and ask him to continue to do so.

Debate Resumed
Dr GALLOP: I am attempting to establish that part of the urgency of this matter is the
seriousness of the issues that are raised.
The third claim made both in the Kyle report and in the public commentary surrounding
that report is that there has been perjury to the Kyle commission of inquiry and,
potentially, the criminal defamation of citizens in this State. Fourthly, it has been alleged
in the Kyle report and in the public commentary surrounding it, that certain individuals
have misused their public position for party political and personal advantage. Bribery
and corruption, blackmail, perjury, criminal defamation and misuse of a public position
are the sorts of allegations that surround Wanneroo Inc. They are important issues and
they should be discussed. We have moved to suspend standing orders as our method of
looking at this matter of urgency for two reasons. Firstly, this requires an extensive
debate. We need time in this Parliament to put forward our propositions about the
matters mentioned in the motion and, secondly, the Attorney General needs time to
respond to those points. If we were to move this as a matter of public importance only 30
minutes would be available for both sides to discuss it and, of course, 30 minutes is not
enough for the Attorney General to be able to defend herself in this matter.
Nor is it enough for those on this side of the House to illustrate the argument we wish to
put. It is also a matter of urgency because the legal action that may be forthcoming from
Colin Edwardes could happen at any time. Hie has said in the media that he is taking
legal advice on civil action with regard to the claims made about him in the Kyle report.
The report is currently with the Director of the Public Prosecutions to determine whether
action should be taken against Mr Edwardes or others. It is under discussion currently
within the provinces of both Mr Edwaides and the Director of Public Prosecutions. We
cannot wait any longer for those martens to flow along like the Zambezi River we must
get on with discussing them right now.
This is a matter of urgency. The issues we wish to address that relate to Wanneroc Inc
are of fundamental importance to the integrity of the Government of this State, of
13774-4
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members of Parliament and, most importantly, to the standing of the first law officer of
this State, the Attorney General. We need to discuss it by suspending standing orders so
there is plenty of time to address those issues and so there is no cover up on one side, and
no want of time on either side to fully describe the issues. It is a matter of' urgency that
this matter be addressed in die Parliament now because it has been claimed by Mr Colin
Edwaides that his position was jeopardised by the proceedings of the Kyle inquiry and he
has taken legal advice on this matter. What has the Government got to hide? Let us get
on with the discussion about these important matters.

Question to be put

On motion by Mr Bloffwirch, resolved -

That the question be now put.
Division

Question (suspension of standing orders) put and
result -

a division taken with the following

Mr M. Barnett
Mr Bridge
Mr Brown
Mr Catania
Dr Edwards
Dr Gallop
Mrs H-allahan

Mr Ainsworth
Mr C.]. Barnet
Mr Board
Mr Bradshaw
Dr Constable
Mr Court
Mr Cowan
Mr Day
Mrs Edwardes
Dr Hamnes

Ayes (19)

Mrs H-enderson
Mr Kohelke
Dr Lawrence
Mr Marlborough
Mr McGinty
Mr Riebeling
Mr Ripper

Noes (28)

Mr House
MriJohnson
Mr Kierath
Mr Lewis
Mr Marshall
Mr McNee
Mr Minson
Mr Nicholls
Mr Osborne
Mr Pendal

Mr DL. Smith
Mr Thomas
Ms Warnock
Dr Watson
Mr Leahy (Teller)

Mr Prince
Mr Shave
Mr W. Sm ith
Mr Trenorden
Mr Tubby
Dr Turnbull
Mrs van de Klashorst
Mr Bloffwiich (Teller)

Pairs

Mr Hill
Mr Grill
Mr Taylor
Mr Cunningham

Question thus negatived.

Mr Blaikie
Mr Omodei
Mr Wiese
Mr Strickland

CITY OF PERTH RESTRUCTURING BILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 21 October.
DR LAWRENCE (Glendalough - Leader of the Opposition) [3.30 pmj: The legislation
we are debating today has the effect of' dismantling the Perth City Council as we know it,
and creating where there is now one substantial city council with 80 000 ratepayers, four
smaller municipalities, three of which will not have an adequate rate base to maintain the
services to which their members have become accustomed. This Bill, which was brought
into the Parliament with a great flourish, was developed almost entirely without
consultation with the affected members of the community. Neither the elected
councillors of the Perth City Council nor the ratepayers and residents - nor, indeed, any
other professional planning bodies or groups with an interest, including the local
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government organisations - had any input at all into the dismemberment. Their views,
however, are quite clear from the series of public meetings that have been held. Had they
been asked, they would have expressed a resounding no. The views of the people who
have now had a chance to express their opinion, albeit belatedly, are quite clear.
I will take members back through the process that led to this Bill being brought into the
House and an autocratic announcement being made by the Government. Firstly, nothing
was contained in the policies and programs of the Government when in Opposition to
indicate that it had a proposal of this kind in prospect. There was not a word, not even
the slightest mention, of the dismemberment of the Perth City Council or any other
councils for that matter. It is clear that this matter was drawn up only after coming into
Government. If it was contemplated while in Opposition and during the election
campaign it was done, again, with the utmost secrecy and deception. One cannot point to
any policy document to say that this was what the Government was contemplating over
the past couple of years. Members opposite have not discussed it with any body in the
community, apart from two; the Building Owners and Managers Association and the
Chamber of Commerce and Industry. Everyone else was left out in the cold. There was
no knowledge in the wider community of Western Australia, whom this was said to
benefit, of that program in prospect.
Secondly, no consultation occurred at all with the elected members. Not only did the
ratepayers of Western Australia not know a thing about this, but also the PCC councillors
had to find out by the small number of leaks that occurred. Suggestions were made in the
planning community that something like this was being contemplated. However, the
Government avoided every reasonable question that was put until it finally dropped this
proposal like a bomb shell on the councillors. The councillors were properly elected
representatives of the City of Perth. They had gone through the process - many of them
over many years - of standing in each election, putting forward a policy and program for
their ratepayers and residents, and being elected through the correct procedure. I have
not heard from the Government any suggestion that these were improperly elected
representatives. However, they were not consulted in this process. Their role as
representatives of the people has been totally and discourteously set aside. They have
been insulted from the day that this proposal was announced.
As I have also said, the ratepayers and residents were not informed about this intention;
they were not consulted about it and they are still being ignored. I have been to one
meeting, at which the Minister attended, of residents and ratepayers in my own electorate
in Wembley. Despite a clear, unanimous proposition put to the Minister that there must
be a referendum on this question, he simply sat there, as he has done at at least another
meeting of which I am awart, and repeated the lines that the decision had been made and
the Government would not change it. In the context of no election policy relating to this
question - in fact, some policies that directly contradict it -no consultation with the
elected representatives is the height of arrogance. It is a totally antidemocratic stance to
say to the electors and ratepayers, "I'm sorry. We're not going to consult you. Your
views don't matter." However, they are the people who will have to pay the rates and
whose services arm affected: They are the people who should have a say about the
composition of their new councils, if there are to be changes. The existing Local
Government Act contains clear provisions, if any changes are to be made in boundaries
between councils or within councils, which have been ignored. No consultation at all has
occurred, and there is no willingness on the part of the Government to listen to anybody
but BOMA and the CCI.
Mr Omodei: That is not true.
Dr LAWRENCE: l am sorry Minister, it is.
I draw attention to the fact that not only were electors in the broad, the people of Western
Australia, not warned that this was the view of the Government, but also they were told
exactly the opposite by the Government when it was in Opposition. The member for
Victoria Park, the member for Perth and I have good reason to remember what the
Government was saying when in Opposition to the people of the City of Perth. In my
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electorate all of the residents received just a couple of days before the election a letter
which purported to represent the Labor Party's policy as being the splitting of the Perth
City Council into two, which was not correct then and is not correct now. However, that
misleading letter was sent to every elector in the electorates of Glendalaugh, Perth and
Victoria Park, which were also covered by the Perth City Council. They were told that
the Labor Party was contemplating cutting the Perth City Council into two - a central
district business area and the rest - and if that were to be the case as the party planned, the
good people in my electorate would pay at least $300 more in rates. The people of
Glendalough were urged to vote against me and my Government on the basis that the
then Opposition's policy was exactly the opposite; that it would not undertake changes of
that kind without consultation. The circular stated that the people had the right to be
consulted. Other material that went out, which is again consistent with the published
document of the Liberal Party before the election, stated that there must be no alteration
of the council's boundaries, internal or external - it did not qualify - without a referendum
among affected ratepayers on both sides of the boundary.
Mr Omodei: Can I have a copy of that?
Dr LAWRENCE: Yes. It does not matter how the Government is now trying to weasel
around the proposition that it was talking about something else, this is an unequivocal
statement. It went out in all three electorates. I happen to have the document that was
circulated in Victoria Park.
Mr Omodei interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: The Minister for Local Government can say that this is not a proper
piece of material from his candidates, but he will find that it is because we all had copies.
We were most alarmed because these letters and this information were wrong. It is clear
that the people who wrote them knew they were wrong. They were mischievously
inserted into the electoral campaign just a couple of days before the election. The then
Government had to scramble - what a scramble it was because I found a spelling mistake
in the letter I sent to my constituents - to correct the misinformation in those letters. It
was a deliberate attempt to frighten the residents and ratepayers of the City of Perth with
the prospect that they said would increase the rates in my area by $300.
Apart from the dishonesty of that, the Government is now cutting the City of Perth into
four sections. The people of Glendalough are quite within their rights to ask how much
that means the rates will increase in the view of the Liberal Party. In the end it will be
considerably more than that. Just in case the Minister tries to say that the candidates at
the last election were not representing the Liberal Party's position, I draw attention to the
platform for the Western Australian coalition policies on local government for the 1990s,
dated January 1993. 1 think the Minister will agree that it is his party's document. The
document states up front that the key features of the coalition policy are the recognition
and protection of local government under the Constitution of Western Australia. Yet,
what is the first act we see from this Government in relation to local government? It is
abolishing a whole city council without reference to the ratepayers and the staff, and is
simply saying that it will have administrators and commissioners, and run the local
government for them for 18 months, and that the elected representatives can act in a
voluntary capacity if they wish. That is a most extraordinary and high-handed behaviour
from the Government. It is particularly contrary to the number one key feature that local
government would be recognised and protected under the Constitution of Western
Australia.
Dr Gallop: There is also a deception in this matter. I refer to a letter that I sent to the
Premier after the election, because I realised that the Liberal Party was up to no good on
this matter. The letter I received from the Premier an 17 May 1993 states -

At this stage, my Government has no firm views on this matter, but would be
prepared to consider any proposal on its merits and in accordance with the
provisions of the Local Governent Act.

Dr LAWRENCE: It is funny about that; this Bill, the one we are now debating, will
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override all the provisions of the Local Government Act where there is any conflict. Not
only are they not recognising and protecting local government, but their coalition policy
of January is completely at odds with what they have done. They said then that one of
the key features of coalition policy was protection for municipality and ward boundaries
against outside interference, which is what we are seeing here, and arbitrary change. Yet
again we have a Government that breaks its promises; says one thing and does another.
The residents and ratepayers complain most that the Government said that in the case of
electors it would have specific referendums and consultation. and it would also make sure
that whatever occurred local government would be protected from arbitrary interference.
I have heard the Minister now a number of times, and if we look at the arguments about
refusing to hold a referendum, as provided for in the Local Government Act, we see a
very contemptuous and patronising tone starts to emerge. I was at the meeting in my
electorate of the good people of Wembley, who were not impressed by the Minister's
tone and demeanour. They recognised - what everybody else now recognises - that the
Government does not heed the views of its own people.
Mr Omodei: That is not the feedback I have had.
Dr LAWRENCE: I have had letter after letter from people in the City of Perth and
outside saying just that. Whatever the proposition the Government may wish to put, in
this case particularly it must consult and listen to the views of ratepayers and residents.
The Government has not done so, but has reflected the position of BOMA. The
November edition of the BOMA magazine says, "Wide consultation, whilst possibly
desirable in principle, would in practice have jeopardised the change." For that one can
read that if people had been asked and their opinions had been sought by way of
referendum, they would have said no. What does one do under chose circumstances?
One does not consult and one does not ask. The Government tells them what it will do to
them is what will occur. That was expressed in the most simple minded and insulting
form in the Minister's second reading speech in which he pooh-poohs the need for any
consultation or referendum and says that calls for extensive periods of public consultation
or polls "ignore the need for some action to be taken". Action to remedy what problem?
It is a problem that the Government when in Opposition did not define. It was not a
pressing problem when it was coming up to the last days before the election. There is no
reference made to it anywhere.
Mr Ornodei: That is not what your member in the upper House says.
Dr LAWVRENCE: I have heard members in this House rail one after the other about the
need to protect local government from interference and to ensure that State and Federal
Governments do not override the interests of local councils and residents. I have heard
this Over and over again. Yet we are told that this sort of public consultation and polling
ignores the need for some action to be taken about a problem which is not defined. I
have mentioned the meeting of ratepayers and residents which I attended. I know what
Hon Alannab MacTiernan said, and it was an intelligent set of propositions, but it in no
way resembles what the Minister has done. As I said, I attended those meetings of
ratepayers and residents covering the so-called new town of Cambridge. and others have
been to those in Shepperton and Vincent. incidentally, those public meetings were not
called by the Minister but by ratepayers and residents. It was not that the Minister went
to them and said, "Oh, well, now that we have got the Bill in Parliament perhaps we will
talk to you about some of the details." The residents and ratepayers had to call those
meetings. The Minister attended two of them, and after two complete bollockings, he
decided he had better miss the third.
Mr Omodei: That is not true.
Dr LAWRENCE: Then why did the Minister not attend or send another politician? He
set up a bureaucrat to go, which was most unfair. He is not the one waiting the decisions.
The meetings of residents and ratepayers have been very well attended, and in total
probably over a thousand people have gone out in the evenings and on Sundays to
strongly represent their points of view. It is quite clear that there has been universal
condemnation of this proposal, particularly the failure to consult and hold a referendum.
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All three meetings have called for a referendum to be held and the process outlined in the
existing Locall Government Act to be followed should there be any changes in the
boundaries. At the two meetings the Minister attended people were astounded by his
indifference to their views, with not a smidgin of compromise or a cenitimetre of
movement in his position. In other words, there has been no response to the strong views
of residents and ratepayers. Instead what people have got is an extremely condescending
approach to the community and its representatives.
Like many members of Parliament, particularly the members for Eloreat, Perth and
Victoria Park, I have had an avalanche of letters and phone calls of protest. They have
been not only from the residents and ratepayers of the Perth City Council area but also
from as far afield as Esperance and as far north as Wyndham. People are saying, "What
is this Government doing? How dare it undertake this action without any reference to
anybody apart from a couple of special interest business groups?" There has also been a
huge response to a letter from the Perth City Council to ratepayers. asking for their views
on whether a referendum should be held or not. I have not seen the latest count, but I
should think by now we are certainly up around the 20 000 level of the number of
ratepayers and residents in the Perth City Council area voting in favour of a referendum.
My finial point in relation to referenda is that before the Bill was brought into Parliament,
and its retrospective provisions set to apply in another retrospective Bill, one of the
ratepayers of the Perth City Council sent to the Minister in proper form and delivered in
the proper form, a request for a referendum. It had the correct legal reference and the
correct number of signatures, but the Minister has not yet acted on that. He is acting
outside and in breach of the Local Government Act. I ask the Minister, and I expect he
will reply at some stage, when he intends to act legally and set in motion the
requirements that existed at the time to hold a proper referendum on that question. I have
dwelt at some length on the question of consultation, polling and electors' opinions
because that is what people feel most strongly about, and offended by, and in the end it is
the total rejection of people's views that will most mark this Government.
When we go to the research and argument on which this proposition is based, it is quite
clear that not only does the argument not have the support of the people, having not
consulted them, but also the argument falls apart at the slightest scrutiny. According to
the second reading speech and the comments made by the Minister and others, it is based
on the Carr and Fardon report, which is also reflected in the glossy publication which
went out to the ratepayers of Perth. This is a characteristic which is becoming very
familiar to the people of Western Australia: If one has something unpopular to do, dress
it up in shiny paper and send it to everyone - some people got as many as I1I copies - and
hope they will be fooled into believing it is good for them. Let us look at this Carr and
Fardon report, which apparently provides the intellectual stimulus and justification for
what is an extremely shoddy piece of legislation. Rather than giving a proper argument,
because there is no proper argument in the report, the Minister and the report make
reference to numerous previous reports on a central area, as though they were all of one
mind on the question of the division of Perth City Council into four, the boundaries, the
disposition of the assets, the planning powers which would exist in each and the size and
membership of the central city area. When that report and those recommendations are
looked at one finds that the propositions of the Bill and the Government's decisions are
often explicitly at odds with and contradict what is said in them. If I could give some
examples of the many, many reports that the Minister kept referring to, and sometimes it
was just "many", sometimes "nine" and sometimes " 10" -
Mr Omodei: They were all done under your Government.
Dr LAWRENCE: I can read them out to the House, because it is important we know
what they are. There was the central Perth Policy Document by Terry Martin for the
Department of Planning and Urban Development in February 1986; Planning Procedures
for Perth Central Area of June 1988; New Directions for Central Perth City Vision 1988;
a Capital City for Western Australia, WA Chamber of Commerce and Industry June
1990; Future Planning Arrangements for the Central Area; the Position of the City of
Perth, Waterman and Associates, July 1991; Creating a New Central City Council: a
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Strategy for Restructuring the City of Melbourne - that is not even a report about Perth -
December 1991, from the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce; and Capital City Planning
for Perth, the Capital of Western Australia.
Mr Omodei interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: I am not taking it from the report.
Mr Omnodei: Why did you mention the Melbourne report?
Dr LAWRENCE: Because it is referred to in the document.
Mr Omodei interjected.
Dr LAWRENCE: 1 despair at times. I am telling t House that these are the reports on
which Car and Fardon based their report and to which they made reference. I am just
reading diem out and it does not happen to be from the Canr and Fardon report. I
acknowledge that these reports, and a couple more which I will mention, were the
numerous previous reports on the central business district which ar referred to: "Capital
City Planning for Perth", "Capital of Western Australia 1992" -
Several members interjec ted.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: Thai was the Australian Institute of Urban Studies' report. Another
report is "The Strategic Planning Guide for Central Perth", which was prepared by the
Department of Planning and Urban Development in July 1992 and the "Central Area
Policies Review - Central Area Today, City of Perth", dared October 1992.
The impression that Canr and Fardon and the Minister have vied to give is that all these
people had been commissioned by the Government over a decade to make reports to
Government about the structure of the Perth City Council. This Bill is about the
restructuring of the City of Perth.
Mr Omodei: Tell us what they were commissioned for?
Dr LAWRENCE: The Minister should be quiet because I am not addressing my remarks
to him. The impression given is that these numerous reports all dealt with the question of
the City of Perth's boundaries and its assets and that is simply not true. Many of these
documents cannot be dignified by the word "report".
Mr Omodei: What were they commissioned for?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Dr LAWRENCE: They certainly were not commissioned by the Government. Several
of them simply are submissions or points of view put to the Government. When I was
the Premier I used to get about 20 submissions on payroll tax around Budget rime. Did
that mean that I should have counted them up and over a 10 year period I would have
received 200 reports? It would not be true, as it is not true in this case, because they were
submissions to the Government from CityVision, the Building Owners and Managers
Association, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry and the Chamber of Commerce,
Melbourne. They simply put propositions to Government. They are not arguments put
together by people commissioned by Government; they are not arguments put together by
people who are part of Government; and from one's first observation they are not reports.
At least half of them are essentially submissions to Government by vested interest
groups.
Mr Omodei: What is the difference between a submission and a report?
Dr LAWRENCE: I despair. A report that is commissioned by Government will try to
outline a point of view from the planners of varying complexions, State Government
departments and agencies, local government and constituents. In other words, they
would try to look at the rage of ideas and propositions that are put and draw them
together in an intelligent, well argued view that would then become a report to
Government. Most of these are barrel pushing and they represent a single point of view,
especially in the case of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry- I received that report
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and I chink it submitted another one in the previous year which was in similar terms.
They are not reports; they come from vested interests. Even if we accepted that they
were properly constituted reports, carefully assessing all the evidence and opinions and
then presented to Government, it is quite clear chat a lot of the reports referred to in the
Carr and Pardon report have been used entirely out of context.
I am very disappointed in the quality of the work of the Canr and Pardon report. It is one
thing to disagree with a set of conclusions, but it is another to look for the justification of
the arguments in the data and not to find it. Worse than that, when one finds it, one finds
that it is misleading. The Curr and Pardon report is very often misleading in its use of the
various submissions and reports to Government. It is clear that in several cases the
extracts chat Carr and Pardon have used from some of these documents on which to base
their report have been used in such a way that it actually appears chat they support the
consultants' proposal. However, when one looks at it in context and reads the whole
paragraph instead of the half sentence that has been used in the report, its meaning is the
exact opposite to the original phrase or paragraph which invariably was actually critical
of the point under discussion and contrary to the recommendations made. Not only did
they misuse material and evidence in those 10 reports, but also very often they simply
failed to take account of the fact that on many points the extracts and arguments which
they might have used from these reports are directly contradictory to their conclusions.
A good dissection of any argument will anticipate some of the alternative points of view
and the contrary arguments. That has not happened in the Carr and Pardon report. In
fact, the justification for the extreme action of breaking up the Perth City Council into
four comprises one and a half very thin pages - I do not mean thin in a physical sense, but
in an argumentative sense. This Parliament and this State is being asked to accept as
justification for cutting the Perth City Council into four and putting in unelected
commissioners for 18 months and refusing to consult with the electors and ratepayers of
the city, one and a half pages of argument. I cannot think of a time in Government when
I was ever confronted with a document from someone who was paid either as a
consultant or as a public servant to look at a particular issue when that would have been
an acceptable proposition to put to Government. It is not as though it is an executive
summary that is it and there is no more. To the extent that reference is made to the
numerous and varied reports' it is done in an off hand way and often in a misleading

way. There are clear examples of where the documents referred to in the Canr and
Fardon report actually recommend against actions contemplated by this Government, yet
they have been used as if they were provided with a stack of evidence and significant
arguments to support the Government's position.
I want to draw attention to one particular point: Notably, of the 10 documents referred to
by Canr and Pardon, only four actually discuss che question of municipal boundaries.
What everyone else knows in this town, but apparently not the Minister, is that most of
those 10 documents are about city planning and not municipal boundaries. As I said,
most of those reports made no reference to boundaries and of those four which did, only
three recommend any change and certainly not the change that occurs in this Bill - one
explicitly recommends against any change. Only four talk about it and all four are at
odds with the Government and one most explicitly so by recommending, having
considered it. against any boundary change.
As I hinted, the common thread linking these reports is the question of planning for the
Perth City Council - the central business area and the dormitory suburbs. It involves
planning which has been problematic from time to time. Many people have been critical
of our capital city and of the lack of coordination in the planning policies between
council and State Government organisations. At times Governments have tried to come
to terms with it, but always they have been cognisant of the fact that local government is
a legitimate sphere of Government and if changes were made to the planning
arrangements between local and State Government they would need to be done on the
basis of consultation, discussion and agreement. These are words which are not in a
lexicon of this Government.
There have been discussion papers, submissions and reports on planning in the central
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city area and observations have been made about the need to improve it at both a local
governiment and State Government level. Many people have been concerned to ensure
that our capital city deserves that fame, but no-one has suggested that simply chopping
the Perth City Council into four will solve those planning problems. This Bill says
nothing about changes to planning. The glossy document tells us that there will be a
third non-statutory committee added to the existing two committees, but the legislative
structure that emerges from the city restructuring contains no changes to planning. The
existing difficulties of lack of coordination and cooperation between the State
Government and local government continue; and the existing committees that are
designed to assist in reducing conflict and improving coordination were established under
a Labor Government and continue with the addition of a commercial planning group to
assist, even though it is advisory only. This Bill contains statutory planning bodies.
However, there is a difference because in moving from one Perth City Council with
whom Government has to deal we will now have four councils with whom Government
has to deal.
The problem is multiplied and made immensely more complex because I do not think
anyone would suggest that the so-called new towns of Shepperton, Vincent or Cambridge
will not have an effect on the central business district, and vice versa. In other words,
their planning decisions and policies will have an impact on that tiny bit of the city that
will be canved up and called the City of Perth. Nothing is surer than that. This
Government will make life more difficult in planning terms than it was previously. That
is the common thread that links all of the reports that the Minister was keen to refer to:
Planning in the city, the implementation of planning, and coordination and improvement
in planning. But it is the one thing that the Bill ignores totally, and, to the extent that the
Bill has any impact on planning at all, it makes it a good deal more difficult.
The only change is the introduction of a non-statutory committee comprising
commercial-industry representation. Therefore, the bodies which will plan for the future
will be the existing Premier's liaison committee, supported by a technical group, and a
commercial, non-statutory body which will represent only the business interests of the
central area.
The most severe criticism of the Perth City Council that I have heard over the years -
which has not been applied recently but which will apply to this new structure - is that it
is dominated by business interests to the exclusion of the rest of the people of Western
Australia, and that in a capital city that is a most unfortunate set of circumstances.
Curiously, one of the things that the Government objects to is input from ward
councillors in surrounding areas who do not represent the city. However, [ believe that
has been the one thing that has protected the central business area from being dominated
totally by commercial interests - interests which do not coincide with those of the rest of
the community. I am not suggesting that all of those people are monsters, but they have
clear vested interests in ensuring that they do not pay too much in rates and taxes and that
their parking and other needs are met, regardless of the effect that may have on the wider
community.
The only conclusion that I have been able to reach from the Canr and Fardon report, the
second reading speech, the Bill and the numerous other reports is that the justification for
restructuring the Perth City Council is found not in those numerous other reports, because
they do not support that dismemberment, and most of them do not address it at all, and
not in the Canr and Fardon report, which has a very peremptory, one and a half page
summary of selected and misquoted bits of these other reports, but in an apparent desire
by the Government to do what the Building Owners and Managers Association of
Australia Ltd and the Chamber of Commerce and industry of Western Australia want,
because no one else has made this proposition.
I turn to the Carr and Fanfon report in more detail, because that document is supposed to
justify this restructuring, so we can only assume that the Government trusts its authors
and their conclusions. Firstly, despite what it said about these numerous other reports,
there was no contemporary input from other planning sources. There may have been
some behind closed doors discussions, but they did not talk to the planning people in the
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Perth City Council, nor to the financial experts, and that is evident. There was also, as I
have suggested, a misuse of existing documents to justify conclusions that were not
warranted by those documents. I underline that there was no reference to any of the
expertise, staff and contemporary data in the Perth City Council. The result is that the
disposition of assets that is proposed, the rating base that is assessed and the expenditure
that is estimated for these four new towns is simply wrong - not just a little wrong, but
monumentally out of kilter with what is the case. In addition, as I have indicated already,
the Canr and Fardon report is a most impoverished argument, with little justification, and
the financial analysis in particular is extremely deficient.
We have in this Bill a dissolution of the Perth City Council, and a change to its
boundaries and assets. It is impossible to find out what process was gone through to
make this monumental change to its boundaries. There is no argument in the Carr and
Fardon report or in the Bill about the basis upon which the decision to create four new
cities was made. I find it most extraordinary, when a Bill is brought into this place that
puts a line on a map and separates out the various parts of the Perth City Council into
four new municipalities, that not a single reason is given for the particular alignment of
those boundaries.
Mr Qmodei: Thai is not what your upper House colleague said.
Dr LAWRENCE: Do not misrepresent her. The Minister is fond of misrepresenting
people. No justification is given.
The good people of Leederville and West Leederville in my electorate were split in two
when the freeway went through. It has taken them 20 years to recover from that. In
particular, the little village atmosphere, the coffee shops and the commercial sector in
Leederville are just beginning to revive, despite the fact that a monstrous freeway runs
through the middle of it. The Perth City Council has done a lot of work to change the
business precinct, and the State Government has cooperated with it. Fifteen years ago
when that happened, the people were not consulted either, and I may add that it was also
a Liberal Government which did that then. Therefore, the effects on Leederville wili be
catastrophic. More than that, the people of Leederville and West Loederville will be split
between the three new councils of Cambridge, Vincent and the City of Perth. Therefore,
whatever identity they have managed to salvage as inner city residents - and they have a
strong sense of community - from the incursion of the freeway and the increasing amount
of traffic in that region will be extinguished because they have been told, "You belong in
Cambridge, you belong in Vincent, and you belong in the City of Perth". They are totally
arbitrary boundaries so far as those people are concerned. Were the people asked where
they wanted the boundaries to go? Were they asked in which of the three cities they
wanted to be? The Minister does not even know that those people will now belong to
three different city councils.
Mr Bradshaw: How would you have done it?
Dr LAWVRENCE: It is on the map and it is in the Bill. Is the member telling me that is
not right?
Mr Bradshaw: How would you have done it?
Dr LAWRENCE: The member should keep his mouth shut because he does not know
what he is talking about.
I am astounded but delighted that the Minister was rolled in the party room in regard to
the extraordinary and illogical proposal to shift Burswood from Shepperton, where it
belongs, to the Perth City Council area. The member for South Perth had his way - and I
heard him being congratulated in the corridors today - and managed to convince the party
that it looked pretty shoddy to include Burswood in the Perth City Council because the
community of interest argument was a bit stretched when one took it all the way across to
Burswood. One of the fundamental underpinnings of the Government's argument was
that if we had all these small towns, people could feel comfortable sitting together they
would prefer to have eight representatives in their little town than to have pretty much the
same number of people representing a larger area. The argument about Burswood did
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look a bit skewed. I must say that the inclusion of Crawley still looks a bit weird. If the
Government really wanted to ration alise the boundaries, it would not put them there.
Mr Omodei: Then we would have had to have a referendum.
Mrs Hallahan: Did you hear what he said?
Dr LAWRENCE: Exactly right. Were there any attempt to move Crawley out of Perth
City Council and into Subiaco, which might be a logical place for it to go, there would
have to be a referendum. My argument is that these changes do require the Government
to have a referendum, and it is only by having this Bill come in and overturn the
provisions of the Local Government Act that the Minister is able to avoid that I ask
members opposite: Why stop there? Why not rearrange all the boundaries in the wards
and councils of Western Australia to suit the Government's taste? Why not be brave and
bold? Rather than bring in just one Bill, why not do it to the whole State?
The inclusion of Burswood was done clearly for the most appalling motive: To increase
the revenue base for the City of Perth at the expense of the people of Shepperton. That
represents a set of values that states that the owners and operators of businesses in the
City of Perth deserve greater consideration than do the people of so-called Shepperton.
Most of those people are battlers, as the member for South Perth knows. There is an area
in which there is a slightly increasing wealth base, but by and large those people cannot
afford high rates, yet they have been told that Burswood, which is one of the few reliable
and growing sources of rate revenue for them, will not be part of their city. It is a small
victory for commonsense that it has been put back where it belongs - namely, in
Shepperton - but it does not overcome the problems of this inadequate Bill.
I now make one reference to the Mant report, on which Canr and Fardon seem to rely. In
relation to the City of Perth boundary - regarding the small city we now have - Mr Mant
said -

If the boundaries are drawn too narrowly around the Central business district,
there may not be sufficient control over the areas of future expansion.

Mr Mant recognised that if small boundaries are drawn, a future development limitation
is placed on the surrounding areas. Anyone with half a brain who has looked at this
matter has come to the same conclusion. The boundaries were set without justification,
and some of the stupid elements in that decision have since been overturned. Some of
the communities have been pulled apart - such as Leederville and West Leederville - with
no argument presented about the way the lines were drawn; the new lines do not
represent a community of interest. Many people to whom I have spoken say they are
happy to be part of a larger council, and they want to know why this change has been
made.
In the assessment of the disposition of assets, due to the seriousness of the matter, care
should have been taken to ensure that each new town had a fair assessment of the
responsibilities and costs to be met. One would expect a fairness in assessing and
distributing the assets held and the way the assets are to be broken up. If any realignment
of boundaries is to be made, or amalgamation or splitting, as part of the process under the
Local Government Act - which everyone agrees requires amendment, although I have
heard no reference in this regard - a proper assessment and disposition of all assets must
occur. Also, under the Act this decision may be challenged in a court of law.
What do we have here? We have a judgment from Carr and Fardon on how the split
should occur, and the final disposition wil be a decision of the five commissioners.
These commissioners will be all powerful - almost Godlike - and answerable to no-one.
They will be able to dispose of the assets between the various towns as they see fit. This
is an extraordinary power to give to one group of people, particularly as they are
answerable to no-one. If they have it wrong, people in those towns will have no redress
and no avenue of appeal. There will be no capacity for amendment or modification of
the commissioners' decisions, because they will be appointed by the Government and not
elected by the ratepayers. If people do not like what they do, as the commissioners walk
off into the sunset - presumably a little better off financially - they will face no cost apart

6485



from a little odium. These people will not lose their positions or seats or be called to
account by ratepayers. I am sume the member for Floreat would like to comment on the
stripping of assets from the residents of Floreat and, in my electorate, Wembley
regarding endowment land, The future of the resources built up over many years by the
people of die City of Perth will be determined by the commissioners.
Some of the assets are to be split up and will be immediately spent on duplication of
services within Cambridge, Vincent, Shepperton and the City of Perth. We will have
three totally new administrations, and thre - probably four - new works depots. Each
new town will have health and planning departments with four different procedures.
Computing equipment will be provided for each town along with the necessary
equipment for operations such as parks, gardens and road verge works. It is everything
times four. The view has been put by the Government that an arrangement will be
worked out by which one group may hire and contract services to another when the new
councils are finally constituted. However, the councils will be autonomous and such
contracting may not be the best or most economical way to proceed Nevertheless, this
matter will be left to the commissioners.
The cost of the duplication of capital facilities will be at least $15Sm, and the recurrent
costs will also be duplicated in each council. In no way can an administration and
operation be multiplied by four without an increase in costs faced by the individual
ratepayers. Nothing could be further from the truth. The decision to split the PCC will
eliminate the economies of scale available to a large city council or a large organisation
of any kind. Furthermore, this Bill does not provide for an equitable distribution of cash
and assets. It will be seen that much of the cash and assets will end up in the new City of
Perth, and the new fringe municipalities will be caught short.
The Local Government Act makes provision for the dispossession of assets. Division 4
relates to the dissolution of municipalities. In case the Minister thought chat no other way
was available to deal with new councils, or to deal with the splitting or dissolving of
municipalities, a section of the Act provides for the proper process. This enables the
changes to be challengeable, Minister. The decision made under the Bill before the
House cannot be challenged or undone. With the wisdom of Solomon, the five
commissioners, with the resources at their disposal, are unlikely to be absolutely correct
in every decision that they make. However, the commissioners will face no
consequences. The Government is overriding any legal requirement demanding
equitable distribution of assets and allowing the decision to be challenged if people are
dissatisfied with the outcome. This is of great concern to ratepayers, particularly those
who had access, in the growing areas of the city council, to the endowment land and
funds. Almost certainly, the central business district will take a lurger proportion of the
reserve funds. Therefore, people in the new towns will face increased rates, yet probably
receive lesser services.
Turning now to the detail, importantly a carefuil assessment was made within the Perth
City Council of the Canr and Pardon report. The Perth City Council Treasurer, Mr Back,
had to seek a special meeting with Carr and Pardon to discover the basis on which they
reached their indicative figures. These figures were not supported by arguments in the
report. How they arrived at the figures in some cases is anyone's guess. Pages 7 and 19
of the city council report contain the relevant figures, and Mr Back shows that the
amounts of revenue and expenditure estimated by Carr and Pardon were simply wrong.
Mr Omodei: Is it a public document?
Dr LAWRENCE: As far as I know, it is.
Mr Omodei: Are you going to table it?
Dr LAWRENCE: I will check with the City of Perth, but it has been widely circulated.
mr Qmodei: I have not seen it.
Dr LAWRENCE: That indicates that the Minister is not efficient.
Mr Omodei: It shows that it is very selective.
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Dr LAWRENCE: That is a very telling comment. This document has been in the public
arena for the best part of a week, yet the Minister has not seen it. In fact, Mr Back
offered the inister a copy of the repont at a public meeting held last Wednesday.
Mr Omodni: Why did he not give it to me?
Dr LAWRENCE: How extraordinary! Mr Back's comments in the report bear
repeating: He indicates that a curious omission from the Carr and Fardon report is that,
although indicative financial figures for the estimated revenue and expenditure are
provided for the three new municipalities, no figures are provided for the new City of
Perth. That is a very important omission. Indicative figures - representing only a page of
figures - are proposed without reference to the maintenance of the existing facilities and
amenities. In other words, they are based on some other judgment, not on the actual
costs, on what it will cost to run the various segments in the City of Perth.
When this was first pointed out to me I said, "You must be kidding! They must have
looked at what it would cost to run the parks, gardens, swimming pools and the like to at
least get an idea of what were the costings." Very large discrepancies can be found
between the indicative figures in the Carr and Pardon report and the cost of running the
amenities in the areas to which it refers. For example, the area of Cambridge within my
electorate is estimated within the report to have a cost of $900 000 for the future
maintenance of recreation facilities. That is what the Carr-Fardon report says it will cost
in the future to run the recreational facilities in the town of Cambridge. flat is a very
firn statement. The operating outlay for 1992-93 was in fact $2.2m; that is hardly an
insignificant difference when it comes to setting rates. The Deputy Speaker knows that
local government will choke on that sort of discrepancy if that is the difference between
what it costs and what they will be getting.
Mr Back commented on the fact that capital expenditure for non-road reserves, as for
road reserves, is pegged lower than the existing expenditure. What has been said to these
new towns is that the existing level of expenditure on moad reserves and non-road
reserves will be pegged at a level below that and is being spent now. Again, they either
diminish the level of provision or they increase rates. They are the only options and the
Minister should understand that. Mr Back outlines clearly that the Canr and Pardon
report does not address the issue of funding the replacement or upgrading of major
regional facilities. Everybody understands that the Perth City Council has a large number
of facilities that by any stretch of the imagination belong to a much wider population than
even is represented by the existing Perth City Council - Perry Lakes stadium and Beatty
Park aquatic centre are just a couple of examples. They are expensive facilities to
maintain. Perry Lakes and surrounding areas are much in need of refurbishment and
upgrading. Yet in the assessment of costs and operations of the new councils this report
does not make reference to those additional costs that will inevitably fall on the pockets
of the ratepayers of the area.
In calculating the revenue estimates for the new towns - again this is something the report
should get roughly right because these figures are in the public record - Canr and Pardon
used different rates in the dollar than those that apply. That is an extraordinary
proposition: They are not even dealing with the contemporary data, and they are also
different between the three areas. We do not know the figures for the City of Perth
because it did not bring out an indicative financial statement. The figure for Cambridge
is 70 in the dollar; Vincent, 7.140 and Shepperton, 7.370. Why the discrepancy from the
existing rate, and why the difference one from the other? There is no answer to that
question and there is no way of finding out the answer to that question by reference to
Carr and Pardon's report. The effect of that is to overestimate the revenue those towns
would get if they were separated off tomorrow. They do not charge that rate at the
moment. It is considerably lower than that. The difference in the estimates between the
councils ranges from $122 000 to $500 000. On a matter as simple as that, which one
would think the report would get right, there are extraordinary discrepancies.
The other discrepancy is in some of the valuations. The report says quite blandly that the
new town offices and depots for the towns of Cambridge and Vincent ame based on
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proceeds of the sale of the nursery site in Wembley - the report describes it as being in
Leederville - and will cost $4.5m each. The report states the total value of the site is
$9m-; in fact, it is worth $4.3m. It was valued in August 1993; so it is worth half of what
the report says it is worth. Only one of those towns and depots can be built from the
proceeds of sale of that nursery. The report also claims wrongly that the endowment land
fund has a balance of $15m; in fact it is $11l.85m. The report gives all of the Perth City
Council's share of lot 17 Mindauie location to the capital City of Perth. Yet that very
substantial resource has been built up by the whole area and the other towns are to get no
share of it at all. The report claims that these indicative estimates of revenues are higher
than they are. This report, in a sense literally, has a position which I do not think the
authors meant to insist on; that is, Cambridge, Vincent and Shepperton are subsidising
the Perth City Council areas. That is what the Carr and Pardon report appears to say, yet
that is not the argument that the Building Owners and Managers Association and other
groups have put to the Minister. They claim the City of Perth has been subsidising the
suburbs. Carr and Pardon's report, and Mr Back's analysis of that report, both say that
the people of Wembley, Leedterville, West Leederville, Mt Hawthorn, North Perth - many
of whom are hardly well heeled - are subsidising the businesses in the City of Perth. I
have yet to determine the truth or otherwise of that statement, but it would seem
extraordinary if that is what Dr Canr and Mr Fardon are claiming.
Problems should have been identified by careful analysis; this should have been done at
the outset by the City Treasurer. Why were not the financial experts of the City of Perth
called in to look at these indicative forecasts? Why were they not consulted? The result
is a severe embarrassment for the Government: There is a huge discrepancy between the
Canr and Pardon report and what is the case. When Mr Back went to Messrs Canr and
Pardon to ask how it had happened, how they had got it so wrong, they said, "We did not
look at the real expenditure and the real revenue as the elements to make up these new
towns; it was done on the basis of a theoretical model which is based roughly on the City
of Nedlands." In other words, they failed to take into account the actual requirement to
service the ratepayers, or the demands that are made in terms of capital facilities. I hate
to point out to the Minister that the City of Nedlands does not look at all like the town of
Vincent. They do not resemble one another one little bit, and the real world is what is
required as a basis for assessing people's rates, not some theoretical model. They will
have to include the real costs of maintaining Perry Lakes and parks and gardens like Lake
Monger. Where is the equivalent of Lake Monger in the City of Nedlands that the
Government, that Carr and Pardon, used to maintain a reasonable level of service?
Dr Gallop: It is not a reasonable model, it is totally inappropriate.
Dr LAWRENCE: It resulted in severe underestimates of what it costs to run the areas,
and significant discrepancies with the revenue base. One of the most extraordinary
admissions by Pardon was that the valuation base was also wrong because he and Canr
did not have access to Perth City Council records because they deliberately avoided
consulting it. They had to go to the Water Authority of Western Australia. Surprise!
Surprise? It is not exactly the same base, is it Minister? That is one of the reasons for the
discrepancies between the estimates that have been made and the actual cost.
This Bill and the argument behind it contain very large discrepancies between the
hypothetical exercise to settle rates and the disposition of assets, and the actual cost of
services and facilities. It is important for people to recognise that these are not peripheral
considerations, that they affect the ability of those new municipalities to service their
ratepayers. The ratepayers and residents now understand that Minister very well indeed.
I will make a couple of final points about the Bill; that is, the offensive retrospective
element and the fr-eezing of operations effectively ftom the day the Minister introduced
the Bill into the Parliament. Matters are held in abeyance. Planning questions are not
now being determined because these people feel they have no authority. No expenditure
over $20 000 can be authorised. The Minister for Local Government is the chief
determiner of who shall spend money. This Minister was not elected by the people of the
Perth City Council area to represent their interests He has retrospectively denied the
councillors even the opportunity to protect their own position. They cannot seek legal
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advice on the question of whether the Minister has behaved correctly in this matter as this
Bill purports to prevent them from doing so retrospectively. The final point which
offends the residents and ratepayers of the City of Perth is the replacement af elected
representatives by unelected commissioners - that is, by members opposite who keep
talking about unelected High Court judges - who are answerable to nobody, with totally
unfettered power to make decisions about the disposition of assets, rates and revenue of
their areas, and the services that they will have. These unelected, as yet unnamed, still
anonymous, commissioners will have unfettered power which cannot be challenged, and
all of that for the period during which the crucial decisions will be made about these
councils. The critical decisions about the future wellbeing of citizens will not be made
by their elected representatives. No-one can appear on committees, no-one can telephone
or make representations and there will be no-one to face as a consequence of getting it
wrong. That is what democracy is about, and that is what the Minister has denied the
people of the City of Perth. This is a most extraordinary and undemocratic move by this
Government, but, sadly, it is a stamp that we have come to recognise.
MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel) [4.30 pm]: I wish to address the disfranchising of the
total community of the Perth municipality and the handing over of the inner city of Perth
to a small group of friends of the Liberal Party. Whichever way one looks at the events
of the past six weeks as a consequence of the Carr and Pardon report, one can come to
the conclusion only that its recommendations am about the boys' club determining how
they will get their hands on the power, which is the Perth City Council. They knew that
if they sought a decision on the end picture from the people of Perth - the electorate -
they could not win. They knew that if they told the residents of City Beach, for
example - who supposedly are their allies and historically have wanted to be separate
from the Perth City Council as we now know it - that they intended to take all the
endowment land from them, which is valued by Canr and Pardon at approximately
$15m -

Dr Constable: I agree.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member for Floreat has pointed out the problem they will
have. The people of City Beach would not have agreed with the asset snipping by this
Government from the ratepayers in order to set up three new municipalities and place the
city within a small business district area -controlled by whom? The administration of
the Perth City Council is to be conducted by five faces with whom no-one can identify.
The Perth City Council has been placed in limbo. Until the legislation has been passed, it
is capable only of cleaning up parks, gardens, roads and bins.
Mr Omodel: How do you work that out?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: That is what it can do; it is not capable of making planning
decisions.
Mr Omodel: Why?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Because the Minister has stopped that from happening by his
instructions.
Mr Omodei: That is not true -
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It is true; in fact the Minister went further when he advised the
Perth City Council that its employees could not seek legal advice on whether his actions
were correct if it cost more than $20 000 - the limit he has placed on their activities.
Mr Omodei: That has nothing to do with planning.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It has to do with their ability to function. Those people have
been disfranchised. From the moment he announced the passage of this Bill and that the
elected officials of the Perth City Council would be replaced by five commissioners, he
knew what he set in motion. He set in place the disfranchisement of the electorate and
the Perth City Council. If the Minister does not believe that is the case, he should speak
to the elected Perth City Councillors, the city manager, and the city treasurer. It will be
the first time he has spoken to them since the Bill was introduced. Canr and Pardon did
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not speak to them. The evidence of that is documented in the nonsensical approach to
this significant change in our community - the Carr and Pardon report. I have read it
paragraph by paragraph and it is clear that Canr and Pardon reported on the basis of
information contained in 10 other reports. However, it has suited the Minister, the
Premier and the Leader of the House to say that enough public consultation took place
because those 10 reports were produced. They said that that was all that was required
and that was what they wanted to hang their hat on. However, on examining the nuts and
bolts of the Curr and Pardon report, it is obvious they have been extremely selective in
the way they have quoted paragraphs from those other reports. In Committee we will
have the opportunity of examining those quotes in detail. In a broad sense, Canr and
Fardon have plucked out paragraphs from those 10 reports to match an end picture with
which to justify the handing over of the City of Perth to the boys' club. One can draw no
other conclusion than that boys' club consists of the Building Owners and Managers
Association, the Housing Industry Association and the Chamber of Commerce and
Industry representatives.
In his second reading speech, by playing with the English language, the Minister
suggested that this comprehensive report -

Mr Omodei: Have you lost your place?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It states on page 5421 of Hansard -

The Government has used the past six months to evaluate the problems and
options in a careful and considered way. An independent report was
commissioned from two consultants - the former Town Planning Commissioner,
Dr David Cur, and former Stirling City Council city manager, Mr Ralph Fardon.

As the Minister will be aware, it is interesting that Dr David Carr was appointed by
BOMA to prepare one of the 10 reports on the Perth City Council and planning matters.
Mr Omodei: He was also the Commissioner for Town Planning under the previous
Labor Government.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: After being appointed, he quickly went down to Albany, as I
understand it. The Minister for Local Government obviously resurrected him for reasons
now evident.
Mr Omodei interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am not passing judgment on whether he was good or bad then.
I am referring to the fact that the man who was 50 per cent responsible for this report has
been involved in another report on the Perth City Council. He is not independent; the
Minister knows that he was selected by the Government to contribute to the Canr and
Pardon report because of his association with BOMA. I have read the BOMA report and
the Canr and Pardon report and they are not much different from one another. The
Minister knew Dr Canr's background in relation to the Perth City Council. The Stirling
City Council city manager, Mr Ralph Pardon, I understand, was also at the Melville
Council where he worked closely with the present Minister for Planning. I am told by
people from the Melville Progress Association that rezonings under the Melville town
planning scheme, amazingly, went down Canning Highway, diverted slightly and picked
up land owned by Mr Pardon. Perhaps it was because of a close ink with the Minister
for Planning that he was selected to take part in that report.
Mr Kierath: You are disgraceful.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member for Riverton may think that I am disgraceful, but
what do the people of Perth and the senior public servants employed by the City of Perth
for many years, and whose credentials are unquestionable, think of this report? By any
stretch of the imagination, as the Leader of the Opposition said earlier, the Carr and
Pardon actions are diabolical, mischievous and deliberately misleading It is the sort of
report that would suit the member for Riverton because he has a history of being
particularly selective with reports and people's positions on matters. He would not see

6490 [ASSEMBLY]



[Tuesday, 9 November 1993]149

the wrong in that. But when experts go through the report - I do not include myself in
that category - they are faced with selective passages from any of the 10 reports. Those
passages have been chosen on the basis that they support an end conclusion already fixed
in the minds of Canr and Fardon. Where those reports do not suit the Government's goal,
they have been discounted. They have not been quoted or placed in proper perspective.
On top of that, once we start looking at the asset stripping that has taken place and the
financial conclusion that that leads to, we see the absolute folly of Canr and Fardon not
operating within their jurisdiction. As I understand from the Minister's previous
statements, specific instructions were given not to talk to the Perth City Council. We
know that Carr and Fardon spoke to selected people of the Perth City Council. We know
they spoke to the Mayor and to other councillors who have been in the media saying that
they knew all about what was intended before the Minister had concluded his position
and brought the evidence to this Parliament. Al] the selected people on the Perth City
Council who fitted into the end picture that the Government was intending to create were
contacted.
Not all the figures used by Carr and Farion demonstrate that these small municipalities
will be able to survive in their own right. All the figures indicated by the Carr and
Fardon report have been questioned by the Perth City Council. Some of the differences
between the figures used by Carr and Fardon and the actual budget figures of the Perth
City Council are amazing. In many instances, there is a $2m difference between figures
of the Perth City Council and those used by the Carr-Fardon report to support the position
of the Government that these small municipalities will be able to survive without any
increase in their rates. Yet the report recognises immediately that the rates of the new
municipality to be created will be greater than those that presently exist under the
umbrella of the Perth City Council. The Minister's own document recognises that,
before we start looking at that part of the equation which shows massive discrepancies
between the figures.
What else could we expect? If Canr and Fardon were not allowed to talk to the city
manager or the city treasurer and simply plucked out the City of Nedlands on the basis of
its population -

Mr Omodei: I hope you are not going to go on like this all night.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am going to go on. On the basis of its population, the City of
Nedlands was chosen as the measure by which the Government determined the budget
requirements for these municipalities. As well as using Nedlands as an example, the
Minister constantly says that 80 per cent of councils throughout Australia have a
population of less than 25 000, therefore he is creating a council that is viable, will work
and will have a community of interests.
Let us look at some of the council populations in Western Australia. I will try to break
them down into some sensible figures that we can use and which we may agree on. Of
the 139 councils in Western Australia, 27 are in the metropolitan area and 112 are
regional. Fifteen of the 27 metropolitan councils have a population greater than 25 000.
In other words, 56 per cent of them have a population greater than 25 000. Eighteen of
the 27 councils have a population greater than 20 000. In other words, 67 per cent of the
metropolitan councils have populations greater than 20 000. The total population of the
metropolitan area is 1 267 234. If that population were divided by the 27 metropolitan
councils - the Government's reasoning is that eight per cent are 25 000 or more and
therefore it fits in with the majority of councils in Australia - the average population for
each of those 27 municipalities would be 48 673.
Mr Johnson: It is a good population.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I think that it is an excellent population. It is a good point that
the ex-Mayor of Wanneroo, raises. One of the 10 studies cardied out into the Perth City
Council suggests that boundaries generally in Western Australia should be looked at and
changed. I am not opposed to that We should look at many boundaries throughout
Western Australia.
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Mr Omodel: You had 10 years in Government. Why didn't you do it?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I will tell the member what we did.
Mr Omodel: You lost Si b; that's what you did.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I will tell the member what we did with local government and
the ability to change boundaries. In 1972, when John Tonkin went to change the
boundaries of local authorities because he had the foresight to see the necessity at that
time, the Liberal Party, which had the numbers in the upper House, stopped it. In 1975,
when the Liberal Party was in Government with the numbers in the upper House - the
democratic body of people that the Liberal Party has always controlled - it inserted a
clause in the Local Government Act which prohibited State Governments from changing
municipal boundaries of local authorities without a referendum.
Mr Omodei: Which section was that?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: It is there. I do not know the section number off the top of my
head; I do not have to. The Minister knows.
Mr Omodei: It is section 30. Now you know.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Is the Minister suggesting that my statement is incorrect? Of
course he is not. He knows what history shows. In 1975, because his Government
wanted control of local government as much as possible, it put thar clause in the Act.
With this exercise, the Minister has moved within the boundaries of the Perth City
Council.
I am not opposed to an overall look at the council. But I return to the question raised by
the member for Whitford, the ex-Mayor of Wanneroo. From all the latest reports, 50 000
is the minimum population required in a municipality so that the local authority can
provide the sort of infrastructure and community needs that the people require in 1993.
That is what they pay their rates for. The days of paying rates simply to have the roads
and verges maintained and rubbish collected are over. In this multicultural society in
which we live, in which Federal and State Governments are giving local government
more and more power, a greater need exists for local government to be more involved in
the pmovision of community services.
By stripping the assets, as the Government is intending to do with the endowment land,
as it was intending to do until today with the Burswood Casino, and as it is still intending
to do with the landholdings that it has in Wanneroo - a one-third share of 400 hectares of
land, part of which is a future tip site - and selling them off for future urban development,
the Government will then be able to inject the funds from those ventures back into the
Perth City Council. We know that $28m in the parking trust is intended to go to the
Perth City Council. Any five people who could not plan the City of Perth with the
amount of money that the Minister is giving them should be sacked before they serve six
months. The Government is robbing every other part and every other ratepayer of the
Perth City Council area and giving the proceeds to the boys' club in the centire of Perth.
It is handing it over to non-elected representatives to use for the next two years. As the
Leader of the Opposition said, those people will be making some extremely important
decisions into which the ratepayers will have no input whatsoever.
This action will cause major planning problems for this Government and for these three
new municipalities and the proposed new City of Perth. Where will these three new
towns of Cambridge, Vincent and Shepperton gain their rates from other than from the
current rate base? The Minister glibly said that they are the same size as 80 per cent of
all other local government areas. What he forgot to say is that those local governments
have been in place and have had elected representatives since the turn of the century, and
for the last 90 years they have been able to plan properly for their areas, and acquire
assets and use those assets for the benefit of the community. Neither Shepperton.
Cambridge nor Vincent will begin their lives as new towns with any of those assets.
Today the Minister announced that the new town of Shepperton will be able to retain the
Burswood Casino within its boundaries. However, within its boundaries it will still have
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to service a major university, Swan Cottage Homes and Rowethorpe nursing home.
Those are massive infrastructures for a small municipality of 20 000 people to service.
Where will it look for its future rate base? It must grow; it must be viable in its own
right. I will tell members where it will look for a new rate base. The smart developers
will move in quickly. They will draw a line on a map in the Shepperton area opposite the
casino between Great Eastern Highway and the railway line and, in two or three years'
time, they will be demanding the new council rezone that area for commercial activities
and high rise buildings.
Mr Pcndal: Which land is chat?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The lands opposite the casino.
Mr Pendal: The casino should never have been put there in the first place. It was an A
class reserve and who took that from the people?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Well, the Government is giving it to the new town of
Shepperton. I am running through the problems this proposal will create. I predict that,
in its quest to sort out the problems of Perth, the Government will create horrific
problems for the proposed municipalities. I predict that those planning problems will
cause problems in the new City of Perth because developers will want to develop their
high rises in that area because they will overlook Hurswood, the Swan River and the
Perth skyline.
Mr Pendal: That was envisaged by your Government when it allowed that development
to go ahead.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: The member is agreeing with me and I am glad that he is. The
problem will not go away under this arrangement. A greater emphasis will be placed on
high rise development under this proposal because that small municipality will have no
base from which to raise its funds unless that happens. It will have to consider allowing
this new high rise planning cell to be developed.
Mr Bradshaw: Why does it need extra rates anyway?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I indicated why the small councils will need to consider their
planning options for increasing their rate revenue while the member was out of the
Chamber. The reality is that as each year goes by, people expect more services from
local government. On the rate base allowed for in the Carr-Fardon report, none of those
municipalities will be able to survive and continue to provide the services. Some will
suffer more dramatically than others.
I was a member of the Fremantle City Council. One of the great problems we had even
with grant money was that 52 per cent of the land was unrateable.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you think it is equitable that the central city should cross-subsidise
selected residential areas but not all residential areas?
Mr MARLBOROUGH: That is a good question and it is another furphy run by this
Government.
Mr C.l. Barnett: You can't answer it.

Mr MARLBOROUGH: I will answer it now although it is another furphy. Rates are set
on the square metreage of properties. Does the Leader of the House know that the square
metreage of floor space in the buildings in St George's Terrace is 15 times more than that
which exists in the whole of the new town of Cambridge? That is his answer. They are
not subsidising; they are paying for their square metreage.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Sheer nonsense. What you are saying is that the dormitory areas of
Perth are not viable, but suburbs everywhere else can pay for themselves.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Where are others set up elsewhere in Austraia in 1994 under
legislation similar to this? They do not exist. Local authorities elsewhere have been
allowed to grow and develop properly over time. It has not been imposed on them. Let
me ask the Leader of the House a question. What is his position on the land in the north
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of his electorate, the southern City Beach area? The people there are going to the
member for Floreat for an explanation of this proposal. They are also trying to have a
meeting with the Leader of the House on the Bold Park land. Where does he stand on his
Government ripping $15m out of the future Cambridge municipality and giving it to the
proposed new Perth City?
Mr CJ. Barnett: You have no need to fear for Bold Park.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: I am asking the Leader of the House about the endowment
lands.
Mr C.J. Barnett: I am quite prepared to let the commissioners look at that and provide a
recommendation on what should be done with that land.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: Let us have that on the record. The local member for Cote sloe,
this smarty who thought he could catch me out by asking me a question, has said that the
best be can offer his electorate on this legislation's proposal to rob the assets from the
proposed Cambridge municipality and give them to his mates at the Weld Club and allow
them to run the city for the next two years without an elected representative, is to hand
the decision over to the five faceless men.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: I did not say thaL.
Mr MARLBOROUGH: That is what the Minister said. He said he would hand it over to
the five commissioners. Hansard will show what he said. Fie said he would hand it over
to the five commissioners and let them determine the matter. The Leader of the House is
the member for that area. I asked him why he is not willing to support the residents,
because they are rushing to the member for Floreat for clarification of this matter. It is no
wonder that the people in her electorate support her. She is doing the right thing which is
more than the member is doing. They are rushing to the member for Floreat. They have
meetings with the shadow Minister for Heritage. They are not naturally our con stituents
but they know they have been betrayed by the member for Cottesloe on this issue. He is
robbing the residents of the proposed new town of Cambridge of endowment land money
and handing it to his mates in the Department of Land Administration and the Chamber
of Commerce and Industry - where he came from - and is spending it at the bar of the
Weld Club sorting things out for the next two years. The residents know he has betrayed
them and sold them down the river.
MIS WARNOCK (Perth) [5.01 pm]: I am sorry the Minister missed that meeting in
North Perth on Sunday because it was attended by many electors from the City of Perth
who all had a message for the Minister: They simply do not like the way this
Government has gone about splitting up the Perth City Council. They fear a dramatic
rise in rates, and they want a referendum on the issue. That was the simple message from
the electors from Perth for the Government on Sunday. They were absolutely adamant
about wanting to be consulted on important events happening in their own area,
particularly those which could lead to a rise in rates - not unnaturally. The Minister was
not able to attend that meeting, and I understand that he was, quite reasonably, in his own
electorate on that day.
Mr Ornodei: It was a Sunday, and more meetings will be held in the electorates.
Ms WARNOCK: The Minister sent along a public servant -

Mr Omodei: Who did a very good job.
Ms WARNOCK: He was a good man, who was with us earlier in the day. The Minister
did not send in his place another Minister or a politician who might have copped it on the
chin; he sent a public servant. I respect that public servant because he did his best
although he had rather a rough time at the meeting. He did his best to put the best
complexion on the Government's plan - the big split - but the residents at the meeting
were not satisfied. Their view is quite simply that they deserve to be consulted, and they
have been telling me that ever since the rumour about the split started. They believe they
deserve to be consulted, and they have not been. They do not like being cold that the
Government has made a decision for them for their own good and that they must cop it.
They told that to the public servant and the rest of the meeting in no uncertain terms.
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Mr McNee: Your Government crushed local government to pieces.
Ms WARNOCK: I amn glad the member has woken up, it is interesting to hear his views.
Regardless of the previous Government's actions, the people at the meeting quite clearly
indicated that they want a say in what happens in the future. They believe they should
have been consulted before any such split was planned, and they want a referendum to be
held on the subject now. I checked earlier today to see how the returns were coming in
on the petitions, and they are running at 90 per cent in favour of a referendum and 10 per
cent happy to go ahead without one.
Mr Omodei: Is it the case that the petition has been criticised by independent analysts?
Ms WARNOCK: The results in the petitions have been unequivocal, in that people
support a referendum and are very upset -

Mr Omodei: Under the influence of Jack Marks.
Ms WARNOCK: Jack Marks is not the only person interested in this matter or the only
person with a view on it. Neither is he the only consultant to whom I have listened. The
people certainly want a referendum on the subject now, since this Government seems to
be in the habit of calling for referendums. I refer, for example, to its call for a
referendum on the Mabo issue and the promise of a referendum on local government
before the election. Why does the Government not hold a referendum on this matter, as it
seems very keen on them in other matters?
Mr Omodei: Do you think there should be a referendum on Mabo?
Ms WARNOCK: I do not have a view about that, but I feel that a referendum should be
held before any changes to the City of Perth take place. Since the electors of Perth -
certainly those in my seat - were promised a referendum in the far off days before the
election, I cannot see why the Government will not hold one. People who like to tell the
rest of us that they do things for our own good, and that there has been enough
consultation in this matter because a number of reports have been made to the
Government, can expect others to tell them that they do not think they will benefit from
the changes and will beg to differ on the matter. These people will protest and ask
questions, and it would be quite reasonable for them to ask the following questions:
What will this big split mean to me? What is it all about? Can I, as a ratepayer, afford
these four bureaucracies in place of one - they will obviously cost a lot more? Will my
rates increase to pay for this? We were certainly all able to pick up this concern at the
meeting. People were very concerned about the future of their community facilities, such
as the Beatty Park pool, the Loftus cent, and Hyde Park. They are expensive facilities
to maintain and they could be regarded as regional facilities which should properly be
maintained by a larger city council. People could ask whether their property values will
decrease. That is certainly a serious question. They could also ask who will make
decisions for them about this new town in the absence of elected councillors. Will the
five commissioners be expected to work seven days a week, as some councillors do, and
will they answer questions from ratepayers during the weekend from their homes, as city
councillors are expected to do? These are all very good questions which the public
servant, John Lynch from the Department of Local Government, attempted to answer.
However, the people at that meeting were not satisfied with those answers, not because
the public servant did not do a good job but because they thought that the Government's
actions were not satisfactory. The people had not been consulted and they were upset
about that. They were also upset that the planning appears to have taken place in secret
and without consultation with their elected councillors. They were certainly not happy
about the possible loss of services and possible rise in rates.
Mr Omodei: How do you think the decisions of the previous Government were made?
Do you think they were made openly or behind closed doors?
Ms WARNOCK: I was not part of the previous Government, but I am sure they were
made perfectly properly. I remind the Minister that we are talking about the present
Government which constantly refers to the need for fair and open Government, better
management and so on. Let us cast our minds very properly on the present Government,
since it is this Government's plan and not a plan of the previous Government.
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Mr Oniodef: When you question the decisions of Government it is appropriate to refer to
how they are made.
Ms WARNOCK: It is important to ask how this decision was made because it has
certainly upset many of the people of Perth, and they are the people about whom I am
most concerned.
Mr Omodel: I have cuied to placate the people in these areas.
Ms WARNOCK: I was at the Wembley meeting and I saw the Minister fending off the
attack. I must say that the people of Wembley were no happier about the situation than
were the people of North Perth.
I refer to some of the figures other members have quoted today. In a document produced
since the Government made the announcement - the Leader of the Opposition referred to
this document earlier today - the Perth City Council Treasurer, Ron Back, produced an
entirely different set of figures from those touted by the authors of the Government's
Curr and Fardon report. The city treasurer could be expected to be knowledgeable about
the figures relating to a city of which he is the treasurer. He certainly does not have an
axe to grind. I turn to the figures relating to the new town of Vincent which most
properly concerns me because it includes most of the voters in the seat of Peruth. The
figures are from the report by Ron Back, and prepared by another city councillor - not
Jack Marks. I do have other advisers, Minister, although I respect the opinion of Jack
Marks, the Deputy Lord Mayor. In considering those figures I will paint to how much
they diverge from the figures contained in the Carr-Fardon report. For recreation and
culture, the 1993-94 Perth City Council budget is $529 656 whereas the Government's
Carr-Fardon report contains a figure of $190 000 for the same area. It is a mystery to me
how the figures can reflect such a huge discrepancy. For recreation parks, the 1993-94
Perth City Council budget is $1 485 357 and in the Carr-Fardon report $684 300, another
extraordinary discrepancy. Street lighting for the town of Vincent in the PCC budget is
$457 884 compared with the Carr-Fardon report, $160 000. 1 cannot see how the town of
Vincent could cut swreet lighting by $300 000. A question has been raised whether lights
will be turned off at 10.00 pm. Will the people need to use torches after that time?
Another discrepancy in the figures occurs with road funding. The ICC budget for
1993-94 is $1 451 308 and the Curr-Pardon report, $577 000. Will the town of Vincent
cut road expenditure by such an enormous amount? There are extraordinary
discrepancies between the two reports. It is a shortfall of about $5m, and if that is not
enough to scare the ratepayers in the town of Vincent I do not know what is.
What is the reason for the discrepancies? Is it that deliberations were conducted in secret
without consultation with the town clerk, the treasurer or any other experienced person?
The Government has been ambushed by its own subterfuge and determination to keep the
matter secret. It has produced figures that are inaccurate and not accepted by
experienced people in the City of Perth. How on earth can such a shortfall be met? The
obvious answer is that rates will be increased. Will they be increased? We have heard a
suggestion by the Government that this will not be the case, although it was very hard for
the people at the meeting on Sunday to believe such assurances. Are services in the town
of Vincent to be reduced by $5m? If not, where is Mandrake the magician to conjure up
these millions of dollars? Are assets to be sold, and to whom? What assets will be sold?
Mr C.J. Barnett: That is what the commissioners will look at. That is the whole point.
Ms WARNOCK: The Government's report has been put out by apparently reliable
people, but I find it startling - as do many other people - that the figures from the so-
called experienced people should be so far out of whack.
Mr C.]. Barnett: The commissioners will have the job Of Working through the exercise
and addressing all these issues.
Ms WARNOCK: The Government has presented this report as a justification for
splitting up the city in this way and how it can be done economically. People simply are
not able to believe the figures.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: Don't you believe in a capital city for Western Australia?
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Ms WARNOCK: Yes. I simply say that I do not think this is the way to go about it. I
will come to that later.
We should look at the economies of scale. The present Perth City Council in its budget
does not have to pay for four town clerks, four engineering departments, four planning
departments and four health departments. What about the cost of setting up the new
administration offices? I know they will all be sited in some complex or building that
exists but much money will be allocated to setting up all the administrations. It will be
about $14.5m, and that is a large amount for an exercise for which people cannot
understand the reason.
Mr Otnodei: Your colleague in the upper House is for four precincts and a planning
authority. That is, she wants five faceless people appointed by the Government. You
should read her speech.
Ms WARNOCK: I am interested in a central city planning authority. I can see no reason
why the Perth City Council should be split up in this arbitrary way. The ratepayers will
have good reason to be concerned about that. Most of us agree that the capital city
belongs to all Western Australians. I have no argument with that. But what has this
concept to do with the Government's plan to split the Perth City Council into four tiny
towns in such an arbitrary way? I do not understand. Most of us want to see
improvements in the planning for the central city, and that is why we advanced the idea
of a central city planning authority.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Where is the democracy in that? That is what the planning authority
would have been.
Ms WARNOCK: It does not need to be undemocratic.
Mr C.J. Barnett: L.et us have an elected council for the city. Why are you afraid to have
an elected council running the city?
Ms WARNOCK: We had an elected council running the centre of the city.
Mr C.J. Barnett: One that has not performed. People have been arguing about the Perth
City Council area for 30 years.
Mr Catania: Earlier you said it was running well!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): Order!
Ms WARNOCK: That is part of the Government's document. A statement on the map
says there were no complaints about the way the Perth City Council was running the city.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: Within that structure, of the 27 councillors only three represent the
capital city. Little wonder that it is bereft of life, it lacks planning, it is visually
unattractive, and it is empty at the weekends. That is a consequence of the imbalance in
the Perth City Council structure, and that must be addressed.
Ms WARNOCK: As far as I can see there is no plan to set up a central city planning
authority, nor indeed very much attention paid to planning in this document at all.
Instead, the centre of the city will be handed over to the kinds of interests that used to run
it 20 years ago. It seems to me that this is returning to a time in the City of Perth when
bad decisions were made, the results of which we are seeing now. The Government has
made no proposal of any kind which suggests it has any idea of how to go about planning
improvements in the city.
I will quote a little from the Mant report. As far as I am aware it does not include a
suggestion that the city should be split up in this arbitrary way. it warns against it; in
fact, the suggestion is that it would involve great political difficulties. It suggests that a
cooperative planning authority should run the City of Perth for all Western Australians.
We see nothing wrong with that.
Another thing about the split up is odd. I am not in support of the split up because I see
no reason for it. The boundaries suggested seem to be arbitrary, but when looking at the
way it should be done we should consider one small detail of the plan. Why were the

6497



northern boundaries of the so-called City of Perth - and a population of 9 000 people
seems more like a town than a city - placed halfway along Newcastle Street? Why have
so few people living in the centre of the City of Perth? We have all spoken about putting
more people in the inner city. We need more residents. That is one of the things that has
been wrong with the city in recent years: So many people have left it. Why cut off the
city boundaries so close to the central business district? The natural northen boundary
of the city is Hyde Park. People who live within walking distlance of the city seem to
think of themselves as inner city dwellers.
It seems that the Building Owners and Managers Association will be one of the groups
which will be involved with the planners of this new, small city and three other towns.
The interests represented by BOMA were among those which were responsible for the
high-rise buildings along the spine of St George's Terrace. That group seems to be
among the interests represented in council when those buildings and their developers
were given excessively large height restrictions, and buildings such as the old Esplanade
Hotel and the AMP building - there were no heritage laws - were demolished. There
must have been heavy pressure on the councillors at the time to allow open slather on
these very high buildin&s.
In changing the make-up of the City of Perth, we fear that precisely the same thing will
happen. People will pressure the councillors when they are elected - that is an awfully
long way off; I think it is in May 1995 - or the commissioners to make the city in their
preferred image. Who will these commissioners be? We still do not know. How
precisely will they be able to manage the small day to day business of the ratepayers
while they are so busy recasting the City of Perth and forming these three, new
b 4reaucracies?
These are only a few of the extraordinary unanswered questions which have resulted
from what thc Government intends to do in restructuring the City of Perth. Not only has
this been done with indecent haste and with a total lack of democracy and consultation -
that seems to be the thing that most outrages the electors of Perth, to which I referred on
a previous occasion - but also hundreds of Perth ratepayers are far from convinced that
the right decision has been made by the Government. I oppose the Bill.
DR CONSTABLE (Floreat) [5.22 pm]: I do not disagree with the desirability of
restructuring the City of Perth. There is a strong and clear perception that it is in the
interests of ratepayers in the central business district that they are different from those in
the surrounding areas and they may well be served better by a council representing the
CBD. There is an equally strong perception by the people in the western suburbs of the
CBD - City Beach, Floreat and Wembley - that a separate municipality may well be in
their interests.
This was reflected in a recent meeting of the Wembley Ward Ratepayers' and Residents'
Association where the president in his opening remarks said that the concept is
something that is generally supported by people in that area. The same response has
come from the committee of the coast ward ratepayers where the majority of people on
that committee expressed the same opinion, that the concept of a restructuring in some
form is a good idea. In fact, for many years, particularly in the coast ward, there has been
a secession movement. At one stage quite a large sum of money was raised to push such
a movement ahead. The desire for a separate municipality representing the interests of
that area has been on and off in people's minds for a number of years. The concept is
basically acceptable.
Like many people within the area, many of whom are electors of mine, I have very strong
reservations indeed about the way in which the Government has conducted this matter,
the lack of consultation in recent times and certainly the lack of consultation not only
with the people who live in that area but also with the elected representatives of the
ratepayers. It is a great shame that this Government did not take the opportunity to
consult before it decided to take action. It is no use saying, "We have decided; now we
will consult." That is a Clayton's consultation and that is the sort of thing that happens
now; although I hope that when the commissioners are appointed they will grasp this
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message of the importance of consulting before decisions are made that will dramatically
affect the lives of people living in this area and in the other towns as well.
I will touch on a number of issues in my remarks including the future of the endowment
lands; the accumulated funds; and the undemocratic sacking of 27 elected representatives
of the people throughout the Perth City Council area. Itris very important that the five
commissioners report not to the Minister but to the Parliament. Given that the Parliament
will be setting up this restructure and passing legislation, it is crucial that those five
commissioners report openly to this Parliament so that the progress of their work over the
next 18 months can be watched.
Mr C.J. Barnett: It is up to the Minister to report to the Parliament, and he will.
Dr CONSTABLE: There are plenty of precedents for people to report directly to this
Parliament, and that is exactly what the commissioners should be doing. The Premier has
described this restructure as a win, win, win plan for the people of Perth. I wonder about
whom he is talking; the people in the CBD or the people in the outlying so-called
dormitory suburbs. I can assure members that people are not asleep in those suburbs. It
is not a win, win, win situation for those people. For some, it could be considered to be a
win because the restructuring concept has been on the minds of some of those people, but
for many others it looks like a lose, lose, lose situation.
Since this plan was announced there has been a lot of comment about how this will be of
great benefit to the CBD. There has been virtually no comment about the great benefit it
will be to the people in the suburbs which currently comprise the City of Perth. We now
need to listen and pay attention to those people.
Mr C.). Barnett: Do you agree that we should also give notice to people in the other
suburbs of Perth and country areas of Western Australia?
Dr CONSTABLE: That is not what I have said. I am focusing on the needs of the
people who will now be in those new towns. I am particularly focusing on the needs of
the people of Cambridge, and I am sure the Minister is, too.
Let us look at consultation; that issue has been raised in this Parliament from time to
time. Oppositions are very keen on the notion of consultation; Governments are not.
What does it mean? It means going out, seeking views of the people who will be affected
or who have a point of view on a particular subject, thinking about that point of view and
acting on it. It is a great shame that, in setting up this restructure, the Government did
not did not take a leaf out of the book of the current City of Perth and look at its
consultation, which has been very successful. I refer specifically to the consultation to
look at the desirability of increased residential densities throughout the Perth City
Council's suburbs. Those consultations and workshops, which I attended, invited people
who wished to attend to have their say. They were run in an excellent way and people
were listened to. It is my recollection that the planners had a certain view in their minds
before they went to the consultations. They said, "We want you to tell us what sort of
community you want."
It would have been very nice for this Government to consult in this way before the
announcement to restructure was made. The City of Perth could still have been
restructured but the Government would have had the views of the residents about not
only the city but also the so-called sleepy, dormitory suburbs. People are getting used to
the idea of being consulted. In this case, this is a Clayton's consultation: The
Government makes a decision and then it asks the residents what they think. Of course
the residents will get irritated, annoyed and upset by that process.
Dr Gallop: They selected the people randomly, and they conducted the meeting very
professionally. They genuinely asked them what their views were. They were good
meetings.
Dr CONSTABLE: I agree. They were excellent meetings. It not only gave information
to planners in the Perth City Council, but also allowed the people to feel as though they
were being listened to; indeed, they were listened to. Exactly the same thing happened in
the consultation over Bold Park that was run last year when the same sort of selection of
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people occurred. An all day workshop was held on a Saturday at City Beach Senior High
School. The results of that in the Mitchell-McCotter report are pretty faithful to what
those people were talking about. The Government has not realised that the people living
in communities such as this care about the community. They have a lot of valuable local
knowledge which would have saved this Government a great deal of flak had it consulted
before it went ahead with this plan.
I remember a number of debates in this House about the Fitzgerald Street bus bridge.
The essence of those debates was about consultation. It was another example of how a
Government - the previous Government - made a decision without consulting the people
in the area about how that bus bridge was going to affect the businesses and the people's
lives and residences. It amazes me - although I ami getting used to it - that the now
Government opposed that Bill when in Opposition for the reasons about which we are
now expressing our concern;, namely, the lack of consultation over the restructuring of
the City of Perth. In 1991 when we debated the Fitzgerald Street Bus Bridge Bill the
then Opposition supported consultation of the sort!" amn describing, but now that it is in
the mould of the Government, it decides first and lets people have their say later. We
have what I have been calling a Clayton's consultation. People want to be consulted
before decisions are made; they have much to contribute and the Government would
learn much from that.
In spite of the pit-election assurances that this would not occur, that ratepayers in the
suburbs and elsewhere would be afforded a say in any changes - a referendum, no less -
this fair accompli has been presented to the ratepayers. The future of local governmnent
for these people has been dramatically changed, at least in the short term, because their
elected representatives will be stripped of their positions once this Bill passes through
Parliament, and will be replaced by non-elected people. We must ask who these people
will represent. It is a great shame that it has not yet been announced who the
commissioners will be- They are going to be responsible to the people who appoint
them - the Government - not necessarily to the ratepayers in the entire present Perth City
Council area. They are going to report to the Minister; they are not even going to report
to the Parliament. To whom are they accountable? The accountability measures in this
proposal are slim indeed. I urge the Government to support my amendment which I will
move during Committee which would have the commissioners reporting to Parliament
quarterly, not only to the Minister. This should be an open process. It will take a long
time. People should know what is happening, just as they know what is happening at
council. Anyone can attend a council meeting. We should all know what these
commissioners are doing so that we can be pan of that as well. The Minister and the
Premier have put a lot of store in the 10 or so reports that have been presented over the
past several years about the Perth City Council. There have been a lot of reports, but the
people concerned, the ratepayers, have not been consulted about this plan. It is not
enough to say that they have been consulted in the past; they should have been consulted
about this plan so that they could have had their say. They should have been able to deal
with the specific proposal and give their positive ideas - not just criticism - and support to
it.
What has been so urgent? Why could it not have taken a few more months? People have
been talking about this proposal for a long time. The Government was elected in
February; it could have had six months of consultation already if the matter were so
urgent. However, no consultation has occurred. The Minister said that the residents
would be able to voice their concerns at public meetings. As he said, they have done
that. They certainly have. I attended one of those meetings where people did voice their
concerns. However, it was in the context of, "The concept is fine; why didn't you ask
us?" Had the Minister asked them before he would have saved himself a lot of pain, and
would probably have got a lot more sleep in the past few weeks.
Mr Omodei: The meeting you attended was very mild compared with the Victoria Park
meeting.
Dr CONSTABLE: I cannot comment on that because I did not attend the meeting in
Victoria Park.
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Mr Pendal: They must be very amenable out chat way.
Dr CONSTABLE: 1 would not bet on it; they are pretty hot under the collar about this
matter.
I now turn to the financial aspects that are of concern to people in the area I represent.
An enormous fear exists about the likelihood of rate increases. An enormous disparity
exists between the figures from the Carr-Fardon report and the Perth City Council. The
difference is too great and there are reasons for people to be worried. One of the first
tasks of the commissioners must be to have another look at those figures, because what
they do after that in distributing assets, in carving up arnd in restructuring will depend
very much on that. It is not enough to say chat the three towns will start debt free with
$lm in the bank. Looking at these figures I can imagine that $lm not lasting very long
and those towns being in debt quickly. It is important that the commissioners consider
that matter early and report to this Parliament so that we can all see what their concerns
may be or how they think they are going. The financial analysis is simply not
comprehensive or viable enough when that disparity exists in the two sets of figures; as
such, it throws the plan in considerable doubt. Mr Acting Speaker, would you please ask
the members on my left not to talk while I am speaking? I know how difficult it is for
Hansard to hear.
The ACI'ING SPEAKER (Mr Johnson): I call order now because it is difficult to hear
the member for Floreat. She does not have a powerful voice, and I am sure Hansard is
having difficulty. I am looking around the Chamber all the time tryig to attract
members' attention, but it is becoming a little boring. I ask members - even those not in
their seats - to keep their conversations to an absolute minimum or to continue them
outside.
Dr CONSTABLE: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. My voice may not be powerful, but I
assure members that my arguments are.
The town of Cambridge is in a special situation. I was delighted to hear the
announcement by the Minister today that the Burswood land will be in the town of
Shepperton because I know he will be looking carefully once again at the future of the
endowment lands. If he has an open mind to look at that - he has been prepared to listen
to people now and make that change - I urge him to look at the amendments. It is
essential to the town of Cambridge that he do that. As one person who wrote to me about
this matter described, the endowment lands are the heart and soul of that area. Those
endowment lands have been subject to an Act since 1920 and their proceeds have gone to
the development of that area. The Minister is proposing to rip out that heart and soul, use
whatever is in the kitty to set up the administrations of three towns, and put it in the new
Perth City Council. flat is an absolutely outrageous thing to do. The Minister must
reconsider that. He had an open mind over Burswood; he should have an open mind over
the town of Cambridge and about chose endowment lands.
Dr Gallop: It wasn't his mind that changed his opinion on Burswood; it was the pressure
laid on him by the citizens of that area.
Dr CONSTABLE: The Minister should think about this matter as well because it is
important to the future of those people. Members should look at what has been left there.
A major question to which I want the Minister's answer relates to the future of the
Wembley Golf Course, which happens to fall in the endowment lands. Where will that
belong after the restructure?
Mr Omodei: It is vested in the town of Cambridge absolutely.
Dr CONSTABLE: I am glad the Minister put that on the record because now I will be
able to tell everybody who asks me that it is on the record. The Minister should consider
the financial problems that will be inherited by the town of Cambridge; the beach
reserve, Bold Park, and Perry Lakes Stadium. Perry Lakes Stadium is the greatest white
elephant in the whole area, losing $1 000 a day.
Mr Omnodei: Perry Lakes could end up in the hands of the State Government.
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Dr CONSTABLE: What is the Government then going to do? Is it going to revamp it,
install lights and have football there at night?
Mr Omodei: Do you want to put it back?
Dr CONSTABLE: No, but the Government must think about it because it is a white
elephant, niot only financially but also in terms of what can be done with it. It was built
in the wrong place. I suggest that the Government implode it and build a new stadium of
that sort out in Roleystone.
Mr Thomas: Cockburn.
Dr CONSTABLE: Cockburn! Do I have any further bids? Many people want it; Petty
Lakes really is the wrong place for it. It loses a huge amount of money and requires a
great deal of maintenance. It has a leaking roof and asbestos problems. I suggest that the
Minister consider it carefully. I know that he is aware of the problem with it. It is not a
local facility. As the Minister has suggested, and I agree with him totally, it was built as
a State facility for the Commonwealth Games. It would be a terrible thing for a small
municipality to inherit. The area is a beautiful place with wonderful parks. The people
living in that area are particularly proud of the beach reserves, the golf course and so on.
it would be awful to inherit such a white elephant as the Perry Lakes Stadium.
A previous speaker has already suggested that a perception exists in the minds of many
people that this is a great asset snripping exercise, where areas such as endowment lands
have been stripped away from where they belong and given to other people. The
endowment lands funds will be spread around. The commissioners will be able to sell
part of that endowment land if they wish in the next 18 months and develop it. Where
will the funds from that go? Traditionally they have been used in the local area. I urge
the Minister to think about this and the future of those endowment lands, and to support
some changes to this Bill, or at least let the people living in that area know that he is
aware of this matter and that he will ensure that their interests come before any
realisation of those assets for the City of Perth. I described the amendments to the
endowment lands Act as particularly unfair, and even quite vicious from the point of
view of -
Mr Ornodei: It is not a vicious Bill.
Dr CONSTABLE: What the Minister is doing to amend that Act is quite vicious. On the
one hand he has argued that the present City of Perth must be divided into smatter areas,
since the interests of the ratepayers of the central business district are different firom those
of the surrounding suburbs, and on the other hand he has taken part of what will be the
town of Cambridge and included it in the City of Perth. Why did he not draw a little blue
line around it on the map that outlined the new city precinct? That is really what it is:
Contained within the bushland in Floreat and City Beach will be a bit of the City of
Perth. I do not think that that is a logical way to have gone given that the Minister said
that the central city area and those suburbs were not really related; therefore, we must
have this restructuring. The action over the endowment lands runs contrary to the
rationale behind the carve up in the first place. What interest does the CBD have in that
bushland? It can only be to sell it off and develop it; it cannot be for anything else. It is
a bit greedy of anybody in the CBD to think that they should have access to that land in
this way.
This raises the matter of Bold Park, which is part of the endowment lands with the lime
kcilns estate. The people, who have shown great concern over many years, would like to
see some resolution of Bold Park coinciding with this restructuring. After seven or eight
years of hard! work, many people want to see the declaration of a regional park in that
area. They want to see some resolution of the problems with the Stephenson Highway
road reserve. This time affords the Government the opportunity to set their minds at rest.
With the endowment lands being part of the new Perth City Council, that raises even
more worries and concerns in people's minds. As a package I suggest that the Minister
look at Bold Park, Stephenson Highway and the endowment lands and put people's
minds at rest about the future of that beautiful bushland. I have spoken of bushlands
before and, as many Ministers know, I think it is very important.
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Mr Omodei: Oh ye of little faith!I
Dr CONSTABLE: I have to keep asking the Minister until he tells us, and I am getting
rather tired of asking but I will not get too tired to keep on asking until he and the
Minister for Planning let us know what is on their minds. This throws into confusion the
public environmental review that is being considered by the Environmental Protection
Authority at the moment on Bold Park. Where does that stand with the commissioners?
If the commissioners have carte blanche to sell off part of the endowment land, then
what? That is what this Bill does. The Miiiister may shake his head as if to say it does
not, but that is exactly what this Bill does, and he knows it. It may not be his intention,
but while it is there people will be concerned about it. I am pleased that the Leader of the
House, the member for Cottesloe. has just returned, because these things amc probably
more central to his electorate than mine. Part of Bold Park is in my electorate and we
share that boundary.
Mr CJ. Barnett: They will be very well looked after by us.
Dr CONSTABLE: Could the member tell us how?
Mr C.J. Barnett: The first thing we will do is to get a report from the commissioners, and
it will be done properly.
Dr CONSTABLE: I am not suggesting it will not be done properly, but what is the view
of member for Cottesloe on this? What would he like to see happen in that area of Bold
Park and Stephenson Highway?
Mr CJ. Barnett: I have already given you my view on that, last night.
Dr CONSTABLE: He does not want Stephenson Highway road reserve.
Mr CiJ. Barnett: You also know my view on Bold Park.
Dr CONSTABLE: Would the member like to see a regional park? Could we have a nod,
and then we can have the nod recorded in Hansard?
Mr CiJ. Barnett: You know my views.
Dr CONSTABLE: I know the member's views, and they are very similar to mine.
Those views represent the views of the people living in that area.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you have a problem with my views?
Dr CONSTABLE: I do not have a problem with the member's views.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Floreat, would you address your remarks to the
Chair?
Dr CONSTABLE: I do not see why I have to be the agent for the member for Cottesloe
in order to put his views on the record in Hansard, but since he has invited me to do that,
I have done it. I would like him at some time to do that. We have discussed it many
times and I know he is aware of the problem, but it would be nice to hear his views
publicly as well.
There have been some hasty decisions associated with the setting up of the town of
Cambridge. One that stands out very dramatically is the notion of having council
chambers in the Floreat Forum site. There is already a dreadful traffic problem in that
area, and there would certainly be a worse parking problem if the council activities and
administration were in that area. There arc plenty of other places which could be
considered. I ask also that that plan be put on hold so that other, more suitable venues
can be looked at. With a school opposite the Floreat Forum and the traffic of the Forum
itself, the traffic problems on The Boulevard and Howtree Place ame enormous, and
having those council chambers will at least double those traffic problems. The decision
to have the council chambers at Floreac Forum is really very silly. Getting back to the
notion of consultation, local knowledge would immediately have given that view to the
Government and it could have looked for other places, but it has leapt in and made a very
hasty decision.
I have already mentioned the difficulty I have with the lack of representation that the
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ratepayers in that area will have for the next 18 months. To dismiss 27 elected people in
the way they were, reflects very badly on this Government. Twenty-seven
democratically elected people have just been wiped out and replaced by five unelected
people whose accountability is directly to the Minister and the Government. They should
be accountable not only to the Minister, but also to this Parliament and therefore to the
people of Western Australia. Their progress should be monitored, not in a negative but
in a positive sense, so that people are part of what happens in the next 18 months. The
result will then be better for the proposed three towns and the new City of Perth.
I very strongly urge the Minister and the Government to listen to what people have to
say. Consultation means listening to people. The Government has listened to the people
in the central business district who have a specific interest. The time has now come for
the Government to listen to the people in the proposed new towns.
MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [5.51 pm]: I oppose the legislation. Most of the members
who have spoken in this debate have agreed that there is a need to restructure the City of
Perth, and I agree with them. I have previously said in this place chat the planning
powers which have been exercised by the City of Perth are inappropriate. The central
business district of Perth is not only for the people who live in the suburbs that make up
the City of Perth, but also for the whole State.
When I was the member for Welshpool, I represented a small portion of the City of Perth
and substantial portions of the Cities of Canning and Belmont. The people who reside in
the Cities of Canning and Belmont, for example, should have as much right as the people
who live in the City of Perth to have a say in the planning decisions associated with the
CBD. The planning powers governing the CBD should have been taken from the City of
Perth and vested in another body that would represent all the people of this State. To the
extent that the question of planning powers was the main case for restructuring the City
of Perth that was dealt with in the Canr and Pardon report, this legislation is not giving
effect to it.
I was involved wish the ministerial liaison committee, which is the main vehicle by
which the State's interest is inserted into the decision-making process for planning of the
CBD. It has been recommended that that committee become a statutory body. I hope
that will be die case. If it is not, the planning decisions will be made by the landowners
of the CR0 without any statutory input from most of the people who reside in this State.
The Canr and Pardon report recommended that that should be rectified by making the
ministerial advisory committee a statutory authority. However, the Bill does not provide
for that to occur. The main case for restructuring the City of Perth is that its planning
powers are totally inappropriate for the CBD because of the way that the local authority
is constituted. The key recommendation of the Canr and Fardon report, to which
presumably this legislation should be giving effect, is to create a new statutory body.
However, this legislation, which the Minister claims is the product of the Carr and
Pardon report overlooks that key element of the report.
If one examines the other elements of local government administration, one could
describe this legislation as also not achieving what the people are seeking; that is, a
restructuring of the planning powers of that local government. This legislation will
create three local authorities whose boundaries are drawn in an inappropriate way and
about which there has been no consultation with the local communities. One area about
which I can speak with some authority is part of that area which will constitute the new
town of Shepperton. The proposed new boundaries are completely inappropriate. They
are simply random lines drawn on a map. I guess the Minister would say that they are
lines that are already on the map and if they were random lines prior to this legislation
they will be random lines after the legislation and they will not compound the error. But
the Government is doing that by creating a new local authority which will be constituted
on inappropriate boundaries, If the Government is to go through the process of creating
new local authorities, surely it should consult the people in these communities in the way
which is prescribed by the Local Government Act. It may very well be that the people in
those areas would prefer a different set of boundaries or to join with an existing local
authority.

6504 (ASSEMBLY]



ITuesday, 9 November 1993] 50

The existing boundary between the City of Perth and the City of Belmont is a line which
is drawn down the middle of Orrong Road.
Mr Omodei:- I considered all those things.
Mr THOMAS: The Minister said that he considered all those things and that is fantastic.
I am sure the people of those areas will not be satisfied by the fact that the Minister has
considered these things. If he wants to consider an appropriate boundary, he should
consider the railway line - the area on one side of it could be transferred to the City of
Belmont and the area on the other side to the City of South Perth instead of creating a
new local authority. I suggest that the lines on the map were drawn by a surveyor last
century to delineate an area which was probably an agricultural property, which later
became roads in residential subdivisions and has now become the border for a local
authority -

Mr Pendal: What action did you take in the 10 years you were in Government to redefine
those boundaries?
Dr Gallop: We did not want to break up the City of Perth.
Mr Pendal: Those boundaries are not as arbitrary as you say they are. They are historical
boundaries.
Mr THO0MAS: If a new authority is to be created the people in the proposed new town of
Shepperron should be asked whether they would prefer to create a new authority or
become part of the City of Belmont or the City of South Perth. The Government has not
asked them, but the Minister said he has taken that into account. With respect to the
Minister, he would not know -
Mr Omodei: Which boundary would you choose?
Mir THOMAS: It is not my choice.
Mr Omodei: Would you choose Albany Highway or the railway line.?
Mr THOMAS: If I were a resident of that area or had some responsibility for
administering it, I would suggest the railway line as a sensible boundary. When I
represented parts of that area, the railway line divided the communities. The people who
lived on either side of the railway line were separate from each other in a real sense. The
most effective man made boundary in a suburban area is a railway line.
I am talking about local government and the procedures prescribed by the Local
Government Act. The Government should use that Act to ask the people what they want
It should be up to them to decide. Why should a new authority be imposed on them? I
know why the Government is doing that. It is not game to put it to the people and for
that reason it is creating three new local authorities against all good sense. There will be
three new bureaucracies, three new town halls and three new mayors. The Government
is not prepared to use the powers of the Local Government Act. If it did it would be
rebuffed. Therefore, it has made a decision which is totally absurd.

Sitting sasspended from 6.00 to 730 pm
DR GALLOP (Victoria Park) [7.30 pmJ: The City of Perth Restructuring Bill should
be opposed by this Parliament, for three simple reasons. First, it is a threat to our system
of local government. We see in this legislation a complete overturning of the established
laws and conventions in regard to local government and the place of local government in
our State Constitution. Second, it represents a fundamental breach of faith in the method
being used by the Government to achieve its ends. Third, the end as defined in this Bill,
to create four new municipalities in Western Australia, has not been given a proper
defence in the Minister's second reading speech, nor by the Minister and his colleagues
in public, and is in fact merely a cover for the real objective of this legislation, which is
to bring about a fundamental shift of wealth and power from the suburbs to the central
business district.
Mr Omodei: Could you say that again?
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Dr GALLOP: The real objective of the legislation is to bring about a fundamental shift
of wealth and power from the suburbs to the central business district.
Mr Omodei: Wealth and power?
Dr GALLOP: Yes, wealth and power. Put simply, this legislation wiUl serve the interests
not of the public but of a small group of property owners in the central business district
and the associations which defend those interests; namely, the Building Owners and
Managers Association of Australia Ltd and the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of
Western Australia. This legislation is a threat to local government. There is no mandate
for the changes that are introduced in this Bill. There is no proper justification for the
changes.
I turn now to each of those arguments. The premise built into the current Local
Government Act is that t established pattern of local government boundaries can be
changed only if a proper process is followed. That process differs slightly from case to
case, but the clear implication built into the Local Government Act is that change should
come from below, Change should be initiated by the residents and ratepayers who are
most affected by the system of local government that we have, rather than be imposed
from above. The Act states that the existing pattern of local government should be the
starting point, and that if there is to be change, a propcr process should be followed,
which should involve consultation with those most affected.
I refer to the history of debate surrounding the Local Government Act, and in particular
to the debate in 1975, in which I think you participated, Mr Speaker, and which was
probably initiated by Mr Tom Dadour, a former member for Subiaco, more than anyone
else. We could have a debate in this Parliament about whether that Act and the 1975
amendments go too far; that would be a healthy debate. However, we are not debating
that subject, because this Government has decided to ignore the existing Local
Government Act and to simply introduce legislation that overrules the conventions and
principles built into that Act in order to bring about the particular restructuring that it
desires. That represents a fundamental threat to the system of local government that we
have in Western Australia. It is interesting to read the words of the conservative
members of this Parliament over the years about the autonomy and importance of local
government. It is a great pity that the constitutional change recommended by the
constitutional advisory committee in 1988 and supported strongly by the Local
Government Association and its spokesperson at that time, Mr Peter Kyle, was not
accepted in the referendum of 1988, because had that change been incorporated into the
Australian Constitution, local government would have been in a stronger position to
defend itself.
This Bill will break up completely the City of Perth. Let us remind ourselves of the
history of the City of Penth. The first form of elected government came to Perth in 1842
with the formation of the Perth Town Trust. The City of Pernh came into existence in
1856. In 1914, North Perth and Leederville joined the City of Perth. In 1917, the
municipality of Victoria Park joined the City of Perth- In 1918, the Lime Kilns Estate
and the endowment lands were incorporated into the boundaries of the City of Perth. At
the turn of the century a far-sighted and visionary figure in local government was Mr
W.E. Bold, who proposed a greater Perth. He achieved some of his objectives.
Unfortunately, the districts of Subiaco, South Perth and Mt Lawley did not join the
greater Perth movement. If that had come into fruition, at the beginning of this century
and beyond, we would have had a viable and proper basis for local government in our
metropolitan core.
Councillors elected to the City of Perth were told a few weeks ago that their services
were no longer required. The legislation before the House will dissolve the councillors'
positions and replace them with non-elected commissioners, who will conduct local
government in the City of Perth and the newly created towns. That change involved no
proper analysis or consultation with elected councillors and their officers or affected
residents and ratepayers. This represents a complete break with the laws and conventions
of local government in this State. All local governments in Western Australia should be
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looking very carefully at the actions of this Government and willing it in no uncertain
terms of the unprincipled nature of the legislation and the means by which it is pursuing
these changes. This change represents a threat to the entire system of local government
in this State.
Also, the Government has absolutely no mandate for the changes it has proposed in this
Bill; indeed, the methods it is using in this proposal are completely contr-adictory to the
commitments it gave before the last election, and a commitment given to me by the
Premier shortly after the election. Let me remind the coalition members of this House of
the policy with which they went to the people before the last State election. The policy
read -

The existing requirement that a Poll of electors must be held if requested by the
required number of electors before any change can be made to the external
boundaries of the local government authority, will be retained.

The boundaries of the City of Perth will be fundamentally altered, and all members
opposite went to the election on the platform to which I refer! When will we have the
poll referred to in the policy?
On 4 February 1993 the Liberal Party candidate for Victoria Park conducted a scare
campaign. The letter she circulated two days before the election read -

There must be NO alteration of Council boundaries without a referendum among
affected ratepayers - on both sides of the boundaries.
This action is supported in the Local Government Act and is Liberal Party Policy.

All members in this Parliament must reflect on the commitment given to my
constituency. Members opposite should look seriously at their consciences when voting
on this legislation. I knew the Liberal Party was up to dirty tricks in the last days of the
election campaign, so I wrote to the Premier following the election to obtain a
commitment from him on this issue. I asked him to make clear his position on the
matter. [ received a letter dated 17 May 1993 in which the Premier wrote -

At this stage, my Government has no firm views on this matter, but would be
prepared to consider any proposal on its merits and in accordance with the
provisions of the Local Governent Act.

It could not be clearer! We had dishonesty in the election campaign and we have had
deception from the Premier on this issue following the election campaign. The
accountability of members of this Parliament to their electors is the most fundamental
form of accountability in our democratic system, as the only real opportunity people have
to influence the course of events is through an election. Therefore, during an election
campaign people expect to be told the truth about the intentions of the participating
parties.
This Government has breached faith with the electors; that is to the shame of every
member of the Liberal and National Parties, and they should hold up this legislation and
allow a proper poll of electors to take place. To add to the shame, the Premier had the
gall to write to me to indicate that any changes made would be "in accordance with the
provisions of the Local Government Act". In fact, the legislation involves a threat to
local government and a complete breach of faith with the electors.
I turn now to the legislation's content. When the Government was pressed on this matter
inside and outside the Parliament by those campaigning on the issue before the formal
announcement of this proposal, we were told that the basis on which this decision was
made was a report by two local government and planning professionals; namely,
Dr David Canr and Mr Ralph Fardon. We were told that when the report was tabled we
would see the great merits of the Government's proposal. However, when the report was
tabled we found that it was written without consulting either the elected councillors of the
City of Perth or their officials who know so much about local government in our city.
We also discovered that the assumptions built into the report regarding financial and
planning matters and references to other reports were completely and utterly flawed.
13fl4.5
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That should not be a surprise because the Canr and Fardon report was put together in
secrecy. This Government should learn that when it engages in such procedures, it will
not produce relevant answers to the questions facing the people of this State. Such
procedures and reports and this legislation will not survive the pressure and scrutiny of
argument. In the one week that the legislation has been in the Parliament the
Government has conceded on one issue; namely, that the area of Burswoad Island should
be incorporated within what the Government wants to be known as the town of
Shepperton. A number of other areas within the report are flawed in the same manner as
the original Burswood Island proposal.
I now refer to a report given to the City of Perth councillors at a recent meeting by the
city treasurer. It read -

It is of major concern that the consultants would present to the government a
report containing financial information based on a theoretical exercise, especially
when such large discrepancies exist between the expenditure patterns currently
undertaken by the City of Perth and their estimates. It appears no attempt has
been made to test these hypothetical models against the actual services and
facilities that exist in the community.
Such action would highlight major fundamental weaknesses in the assumptions
and methodology used by the authors of the report. The discrepancies highlighted
by comparing the 1993/94 Budget of the City cannot be overlooked as they are of
such magnitude as to effect the conclusions as to the financial viability of the
proposed new towns in providing current services and facilities at the current
level of rates and charges.

That is the solidity of the financial information in the Carr and Eardon report. It is
fundamentally flawed. It cannot be used as the basis upon which to defend this
legislation.
What about the planning arguments? As the Leader of the Opposition and the member
for Peel have said in their remarks, on the fundamental issues that relate to the planning
of our city the report of Carr and Fardon completely misquotes many of the documents
that have been prepared upon this matter. It mistakes discussions about planning use
with discussions about boundary issues. More importantly, the whole premise of this
legislation is that the planning of the City of Perth is best dealt with by the Balkanisation
of the City of Perth - by the breaking up of the City of Perth - into four smaller
municipalities. Any person with credibility in planning matters will say that any proper
model for planning the CHO of our city must incorporate the interests of surrounding
suburbs. I will quote one supporting document for that argument. The Committee for
the Economic Development of Australia wrote a report on modernising local
government. It stated -

The fiscal effects of duplicative suburban separatism create great difficulty in
provision of costly central city services benefiting the whole urbanised area. If
local governments are to function effectively in metropolitan areas, they must
have sufficient size and authority to plan, administer and provide significant
financial support for solutions to area-wide problems.

It was not enough that the Caxr-Faxdon report misquoted all the other documents about
the planning issue and mistook planning issues for boundary issues, it then came up with
a proposition that is obviously ludicrous; that is, the planning of the City of Perth, the
central business district, can be conducted without reference to the wider interests of the
suburbs that surround that city. The Government should consider the arguments of the
former planner for the City of Sydney, Mr John Mclnerney, who has argued this
proposition carefully.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Are you talking about some suburbs?
Dr GALLOP: If the Leader of the House looks at our policy he will find the solution to
that problem.
Mr Omodei: What policies?
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Dr GALLOP: We put our policies to the people at the last election.
The Government's policy is financially flawed, and it is based on an argument about
planning that is completely flawed. Let us come back to this issue about the smaller
municipalities. The poor old director of the Department of Local Government, a person
of great integrity who gives good advice in matters of local government, was sent out to
do a job for the Government at a meeting last Sunday. He resorted to the argument that
this proposal was in the interests of democracy. The Government has been completely
knocked out on financial terms and on planning terms, so it resorts to the argument that it
is good in terms of democracy because people in those three new municipalities will elect
their own councillors in a new framework.
Let us look at the evidence on this question of size and local government effectiveness.
One of the internationally regarded and respected authorities on the question is Professor
Ken Newton, whom I had the privilege to hear speak on this subject many times when I
was a student in the United Kingdom. He wrote a path breakting article on this subject in
the journal "Political Studies" Volume 30, 1982. It is called "Is small really so beautiful?
Is big really so ugly? Size, effectiveness, and democracy in local government." The
abstract of this paper stated -

Arguments about the optimum size for units of local government often overlook
the fact that small units have some considerable drawbacks while large ones have
some advantages. By and large the discussion breaks down into two parts; those
about size and functional effectiveness, and those about size and democracy. On
the first count, it seems large units are no less efficient and can be a good deal
more effective than small ones. On the question of size and democracy, the
evidence suggests that large units of government are no less democratic than
small ones, and in same respects they may be more so.

I will give any member who wants one a copy of this particular paper. Let us illustrate
the argument with the new town of Shepperton. I can assure the Government there is a
lot of water to go under this bridge yet - the first domino has fallen in this legislation and
we have plenty to go. The next person to have a say will be the member for Floreat, and
ultimately the people of the City of Perth will have a say when this Government is forced
to stop ramming this legislation through and consult the people.
The town of Shepperton will collect, on the current rate of 6.85g in the dollar, $6.175m
based on the municipal boundaries in the legislation, plus another $1.25m if Burswood is
included by way of amendment, and possibly about $820 000 in Government prants.
That takes the town of Shepperton to a revenue figure of $8.2m. I ask members opposite
to look at the municipal directory of 1993-94 and at cities and towns in the State of
Western Australia which have populations between 20 000 and 35 000. They range from
the City of Nedlands with 20 500 to the City of South Perth with 34 500. The only
decent asset the City of Nedlands has to look after is Gallop House. If it does not look
after that it will have the member for Victoria Park on its tail. The average revenue of
the nine councils with populations between 20 000 and 30 000 is $17.2m. The average
revenue for the smaller councils such as Nedlands, Geraldton, Fremantle, Mundaring and
Bunbury, is $16.4m. This Government is seriously saying to the residents and ratepayers,
whom I represent in the suburbs of St James, East Victoria Park, Victoria Park, Lathlain,
Carlisle and Burswood, that the restructuring of the City of Perth will happen without an
increase in rates. That is the fundamental untruth built into the argument that this
Government has put forward.
Let us look at the two fundamental issues in respect of local government in the suburbs I
represent. The first is the revitalisation of the Albany Highway. As a member of the
local Chamber of Commerce, as the local member of Parliament, in cooperation with the
Chamber of Commerce and the local councillors there is a major program of expenditure
to revitalise the Victoria Park shopping strip so there can be more business generated
there and more reflection of the local suburbs in the way that shopping is developed in
that area.
Mr C.J. Barnett: Are you supporting the Chamber of Commerce? You ha a go at them
a minute ago.
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Dr GALLOP: I am a member of the chamber.
The second great issue in my electorate is to preserve the residential quality of the
suburbs. What will happen with the new town of Shepperton is quite clear to anyone
who knows anything about local government. The town does not have a big enough rate
base to provide the sorts of services that the needs and interests of the people in that town
will require. It does not have a sufficient rate base to bring about the urban renewal or
the revitalisation of the Albany Highway that is required.
What will happen when that new town is formed? There will be a fundamental conflict
between the developers and the council. The developers will see enormous opportunity to
make very quick profits out of my city by two devices: Firstly, by bringing about a
massive increase in the densities in the residential areas and, secondly, by bringing about
a fundamental intrusion of commercial zonings, particularly in the northern quarter of
Victoria Park.
Mr Trenorden: Tell me how they are going to do it.
Dr GALLOP: Because of the pressures that will be placed upon them within their
municipality to raise revenue. It will be very difficult for those councillors to resist those
pressures.
It is very interesting that, within days of the announcement of this legislation, local real
estate agents were knocking on the door in the City of Perth saying, "When can I
nominate for the town of Shepperton?" Like vultures surrounding the carcase, they
cannot wait to get in there and make their killing. The reason they cannot make a killing
now is that the City of Perth is big enough to contain within its boundaries different
interests and different pressures. Victoria Park has been protected from some of those
pressures because of the size of the City of Perth. When they see this small town trying
to survive with the ratepayers it has, the developers will be rubbing their hands in glee.
The anger that was evident in St Joachim's Hall last week was because residents and the
small business people along Albany Highway know the realities that will occur to them.
Mr Ornodei: How long were you fighting?
Dr GALLOP: I have driven along the whole of Albany Highway. Victoria Park, and I
know what the people there think about the Minister arnd the interests that he represents.
What is more, the residents know only too well that the efforts that they have put in to
build up the quality of their residential life will be under threat.
Let me quickly remind the House what is wrong with this legislation. It is a threat to
local government. It is a breach of faith to the electors of this State who put this Liberal-
National Party in power. Finally, the arguments that have been produced to defend this
legislation have been knocked off one by one. The financial argument was knocked off.
The planning argument was knocked off. And what were we left with? Naked self-
interest - the self-interest of a few property owners in the central business district of
Western Australia. This legislation is a disgrace because it is not in the public interest; it
is in the interest of a few property owners in the central business district.
MR PENDAL (South Perth) [8.03 pm]: A large part of the argument that was put
tonight, principally by the Leader of the Opposition prior to the dinner suspension and
most recently by the member for Victoria Park, has relied on the alleged threat that this
legislation represents to local government in Western Australia.
Mr Marlborough: That interjection by the baby crying in the gallery is one that you
ought to take notice of.
Mr PENDAL: All I can say is that that baby made more sense than the member for
Victoria Park made in his speech. As the Leader of the House said, at least the baby did
not spit the dummy.
A large part of the Opposition's argument was based on the allegation that this was bad
news for local government in Western Australia. In the words of the Leader of the
Opposition, it represented a lack of respect for local government by the current
Government. In the words of the member for Victoria Park, it represented a threat to its
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autonomy. If ever there were an argument put forward in this House resembling the pot
calling the kettle black, he has just put it. The great irony of all this in respect of
Burswood Island is thac in 1985, when the legislation was going through, to impose that
casino on Burswood Island -

Mr Trenorden: And Victoria Park residents.
Mr PENDAL: Yes, and it was opposed by people such as 1. The only way that that
legislation got through the Parliament was because of a series of clauses in the agreement
Bill that suspended the Local Government Act, that set aside the rights of the Perth City
Council in whose territory that existed, and that also set aside the provisions of all the
town planning laws of Western Australia.
Dr Gallop:- Did I remind you that you had the numbers in the Legislative Council in
those days?
Mr PENDAL: And we used them to at least bring some sense to that piece of legislation
which, to chat point, did not make any sense.
D~r Gallop: Deal with the City of Perth Restructuring Bill.
Mr PENDAL: The member for Victoria Park was the member who raised this issue -
that it represented a threat to the local authorities in Western Australia.
Dr Gallop: It does. It completely breaks the law and conventions of the Local
Government Act.
Mr PENDAL: I am asking the member why he took no interest in what the Labor
Government did with the Casino (Burswood Island) Agreement Act in 1986. Why did he
not ensure that the provisions of the Local Government Act and the other Statutes were
not suspended? Every decision by the Perth City Council was set aside. For people who
have short memories or who have difficulty remembering things more than six or seven
years ago, let me remind the House that Labor members seem to have forgotten what
they did as recently as last year with the old Swan Brewery site. They allowed the then
Minister for Heritage. the current member for Fremantle, to enter into an agreement that
set aside the rights of the Perth City Council in the matter.
Mr McGinty: In accordance with the Heritage Act, the law of the land.
Mr PENDAL: I am not disputing that. I am saying that the member for Fremantle, who
has been good enough to back up my argument, is saying to the House that on one
occasion the provisions of the Heritage Act were more important than autonomy for local
government.
MyrMcGinty: No.
Mr PENDAL: They were. That was the precise effect of what the member did, and he
knows it. What the then Minister for Heritage did - he did it openly - was a reflection of
wha 't the Labor Government did seven years earlier when it set aside all the provisions of
those Statutes in order to put through a Bill that I suggest should never have gone
through. Many people in this town have lived to rue the day that we ever allowed a
casino to be set up on what was an A class reserve and was then downgraded by the
legislation of the previous Government and turned into a C class reserve.
The second point is that I congratulate the Government on introducing the Bill. I have no
doubt that it is a matter of real controversy. Any member who has had anything to do
with local government boundaries or, for that matter, State or Commonwealth
boundaries, would know that they are always a matter of great controversy. However, for
years I have maintained in this Parliament that the Perth City Council should be broken
up, not necessarily for the variety of reasons advanced by members tonight, but because
if local government is not close to the people, it does nor represent the people. I have
mnaintained for years there is no community of interest between, for example, the people
in City Beach and the people sharing the same local authority who happen to live in the
suburb of Carlisle. That permitted -

Dr Gallop: What community of interest do the people of Collier and Karawara have with
people living in the western end of Mill Point Road? Tell me.
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The SPEAKER: Order! The member for Victoria Park, you asked your question.
Dr Gallop: I have asked it.
The SPEAKER: Order! I will formally call you to order if you interrupt while I am on
my feet. Before the member could begin to answer your question, you went onto other
matters. That is not tolerable.
Mr PENDAL: My second point is that I happen to think the Government has done the
right thing in moving to reduce the size of what has been an enormous sprawling
geographic mess where, in past generations, we have attempted to link people with as
disparate views and interests as City Beach and Carlisle into one single metropolitan
local authority. It has not worked. As someone whose family has lived in the Victoria
Park area for over 70 years, I can tell members that people in that area have no
community of interest whatsoever with people who live in the north and north eastern
suburbs.
Dr Gallop: What community of interest do people who live in Swan Valley have with
the people who live in Lockridge?
Mr PENDAL: I will deal with the member's point with respect to the Burswood area in a
few minutes.
I welcome the decision announced today by the Minister for Local Government that the
boundary is to be redrawn between the new Perth City Council and the new town of
Shepperton. When that information was leaked to the media a month ago, the proposed
boundary made no sense whatsoever to me. I have always believed that natural
boundaries such as rivers in themselves should be negated only under the most serious
circumstances. I do not believe that sufficiently serious circumstances applied to
Burswood to warrant the stroke of a pen moving Burswood from the south side of the
river into what will be the new City of Perth.
Mr Marlborough: Would that same sort of logic apply to national parks?
Mr PENDAL: Half the national parks in this State are drawn with arbitrary boundaries
that have no biological significance. The old way in which we used to draw up national
parks was the old way in which we used to draw up local government boundaries; that is.
to draw a line on the map. In recent years we have come to learn that that has made
absolutely no biological sense in creating national parks. That is why society has been
able to redraw the boundaries of national parks so that areas of environmental
significance have been included and areas of no significance have been excluded. If
anything, the member for Peel has been helpful to my argument by implying that the
drawing of simple arbitrary boundaries makes any sense at all.
I welcome also the fact that approximately a little more than SIm in extra revenue will
now be directed into the coffers of the new town of Shepperton.
Mr Trenorden: The member for Victoria Park does not like the idea.
Mr PENDAL: I am surprised at the response of the member for Victoria Park and a few
other people. Surely every person in the Victoria Park State electorate will welcome the
redrawing of that boundary. Some of the member's colleagues have been in touch with
me as late as tonight to ensure that whatever was announced on the public media today
was a fact. When that was confirmed they stated their overwhelming endorsement of
what has occurred with the Burswood carve up.
In the course of his remarks, the member for Victoria Park also quoted a number of
experts. I took particular note of one who I thought referred to local government in the
United Kingdom.
Dr Gallop: It was an international survey.
Mr PENDAL: That was a British expert on local government boundaries largely
influenced by United Kingdom local government conditions in a country whose
geographical area fits into the south west of Western Australia. Theme is an enormous
gap between a person with that sort of culture in local government, and people living in
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Australia where some of the local government authorities in this State alone are bigger
than half the countries of Europe. That expert who was quoted, of necessity, will draw
on a cultural and local government background that is completely alien to the arguments
we have here tonight. The member for Victoria Park knows that in 1987 I called on his
Government to do in Victoria Park what this Government is now doing in creating the
town of Shepperton. However, that was resisted by the Labor Government of the day. I
think that was to the detriment of the people who will live and pay rates in what is to be
the new town of Shepperton.
There has even been some criticism of the Government for choosing the name of
Shepperton. Members will be await that in aUl those cases the municipalities were
visited with names which had some sort of spinal road system common to most of the
new municipality so that most people could feel ownership. It did not seem desirable, for
example, to call the town Victoria Park because people live in East Victoria Park, some
in Carlisle and some in Lathisin. That was the reason an all encompassing name was
chosen, not only for this municipality but also for others. I will put a fresh idea to the
House and certainly I will put it in due course to the new municipality that will take on
the new name of Shepperton.
Dr Gallop: It has not arrived yet.
Mr PENDAL: As sure as night follows day, that will happen. However, that is not my
point at the moment. There was a second suggestion that once the new town of
Shepperton came into operation, that local authority might exercise its rights under the
existing Statute, which I believe allows that proposed council to decide and advise the
Moinister by which name it wants to be known. The opportunity will then arise for that
municipality to confirm or otherwise its desire to stick with Shepperton.
Mr Marlborough: We ame not calling it Pendal.
Mr PENDAL: The member for Peel has been reading my mail again! An alternative
suggestion was made that it should be called Burswood. I think that should not be the
case. If there is a case to be made out for a new name to be attached to Shepperton the
time might have arrived when we could well recognise the efforts of Henry Camfield.
He gave the name Burswood - spelt Burrswood - to Victoria Park because that was the
name of the country villa in the county of Kent from which he emigrated some time in
1829. Canfield farmed in the area. Like most early farmers, he lost his early crops. He
later gave up and went to the area we now know as Albany and was the resident
magistrate in Albany from about 1848 until his death in 1872. If ever there was someone
whose efforts have never been recognised this is a person who may well be considered
for recognition.
Dr Gallop: Why don't you quote your sources?
Mr PENDAL: Is the member the source for that?
Dr Gallop: I think my historical version has some detail in it.
Mr PENDAL: Tomorrow night I am presenting the member for Victoria Park with some
historical photos of his area. I am aware of his interest in history and it is precisely the
reason I have raised Camfield's name. I was not aware that the member had a
publication. Perhaps he should sell me one or better still let me have one free. If
Camnfield is recognised in the member for Victoria Park's publication, that is all the more
reason for him to see some validity in what I am getting at.
Dr Gallop: When did you start taking an interest in Camnfield?
Mr PENDAt: I have 13 minutes left. I am prepared to explore and explain all of those
things. However, it will take me more time than that. In recent weeks, as a result of
work done by the Government and, I believe, of planning begun by the previous
Government, a memorial to Canfield has been unveiled in the very attractive grounds of
Burswood park. Therefore, someone whose efforts have gone unsung for something like
120 years is actually receiving in his obscurity a greater level of recognition than most
people who have been dead for that time. Some people take exception to the name of
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Shepperton. Others have suggested that we introduce the name of Burswood and others
still, such as 1, think that the time is overdue for Camfield to be recognised.
The last point I want to make is also in response to the comments of the member for
Victoria Park because he has made out a case for a greater Perth metropolitan local
authority, greater even than the one that will be disbanded if this Bill goes forward.
Mr Catania: It is logical.
Mr PENDAL: There is no logic attached to it at all.
Mr Catania: It should be like Brisbane.
Mr PENDAL: The member is coming in on cue again. Let us have a look at Brisbane.
Brisbane's local authority is no longer a local authority, in the sense that it is now highly
and totally politicised.
Mr Omodei: It is a State.
Mr PENDAL: It is a mini-State. It has a budget larger than the budget of the State of
Tasmania.
Mr Catania: It is efficient.
Mr PENDAL: It is not efficient at all.
Mr Catania: In your judgment.
Mr PENDAL: In my judgment and, since I am the one giving the speech -

Dr Gallop: South Perth is efficient.
Mr PENDAL: I am about to come to that, because my blood ran cold when I heard the
member for Victoria Park referring to that old, outdated, outmoded, discredited system
whereby places like South Perth and others would have been drawn into a major
metropolitan local authority in much the same way as has been described for Brisbane. I
have said to him privately and to others publicly that it would be over my dead body and
the dead bodies of many other people, again because of the argument of a lack of
community interest. I am surprised that more members on the other side of the House are
not praising the current Government for creating three new smaller municipalities
because, whatever Opposition members may say about a lack of consultation and about
what was promised prior to the election, no-one can dispute the fact that the creation of
those three community based local authorities will give a better service to their ratepayers
provided those admittedly important matters such as the endowment lands and others are
sorted out. We have heard tonight a number of members, including the Minister for
Local Government and the Leader of the House, talk about the role the commissioners
will be playing in that.
I suppor-t the Bill. I know it has not been presented without some agony on the part of
many people. However, I thank the Government for accommodating those of us who
believed that it was wrong to include Burswood Island in the revamped Perth City
Council.
Dr Gallop: It is like Karawara and Mill Point Road. What is the common interest?
Mr PENDAL: To that extent every boundary that we ever draw is arbitrary unless it is a
boundary that runs along -
Dr Gallop: Unless it is Peppermint Grove, and that is ludicrous.
Mr C.i. Barnett: That is a very efficient council.
Mr PENDAL: Yes, it is. The member for Victoria Park was a senior Minister in a Labor
Government for seven years. He had the chance to rewrite those boundaries and to create
a boundaries commission. He even had the chance to come into my backyard and argue
the obscure relationship between Karawara and Mill Point Road.
Dr Gallop: I am saying that theme is no relationship between Karawara and the people
who live on the western end of Mill Point Road. It is the responsibility of the City of
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South Perth to accommodate those differences. However, the city is too small to do it; it
finds it impossible. The City of South Perth is on the edge.
Mr PENDAL: I do not know what the member thinks about being on the edge.
Dr Gallop: That council cannot provide certain facilities that the residents want.
Mr PENDAL: The City of South Perth is an affluent, upper -

Dr Gallop: It can't provide a swimming pool.
Mr PENiDAL: There is a great deal of disputation about whether it needs a swimming
pool. Those arguments, like much of what the member for Victoria Park put forward, are
irrelevant. I congratulate the Government and I especially thank it for accommodating
those of us who advanced the Burswood argument. I wish the new town of Sheppenon
well as [ wish the new municipalities of Cambridge and Vincent well. I also congratulate
the Government for that other part of the equation which is to produce a genuine local
authority based on the capital city through which I believe we will produce the
efficiencies about which members have spoken. I support the Bill.
MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [8.28 pm]: The Government, in introducing this Bill, is
suggesting that it is addressing two major areas of concern: First, the functioning of the
local government authority which covers the central city area and surrounding suburbs;
and, secondly, the planning mechanism which should apply in the central city area for the
capital city of Western Australia. The functioning of local government in the area raises
a number of quite interesting and important issues. Members who have spoken in this
debate alluded to the fact that some of the suburbs are quite disparate in that they
represent a variety of areas that are some distance apart. That is open to question. The
number of councillors appropriate for a local authority, the ward structure and how the
rate burden might be spread across that municipality have also been discussed. However,
the time available to mne does not allow me to enter into debate on those issues. Suffice it
to say that it is doubtful if the Government, in putting forward this proposal, will achieve
improvement in those areas of local government. The Government is suggesting it is, but
it has not been able to convince people, particularly those who live in the City of Perth or
the present councillors of the City of Perth, that it will produce any improvements. I
want to address myself solely to the planning issues. There certainly is a very real need
to look at the planning structures that exist for the central city area. We have a very
beautiful city but one which, to many of us, is not achieving its full potential. It has
many trends going in the wrong direction. Those issues must be addressed with a
planning system that provides answers and puts in place improvements to our fair city. I
will go through some of those issues which are important to central city planning.
Many are issues of quality; that is, the quality of the environment and the attractiveness
of our central city area, whether it be the wind which roars down the Terrace and makes
it uncomfortable for much of the summer, the loss of heritage buildings in the area, or the
public facilities andI public open space. It relates to a whole range of amenities, some
provided by the public sector, and some commercial and private facilities which are very
important to the functioning of our central city; the parks, malls, and public open spaces
which must be part of any modemn, vibrant city. How well is Perth performing in this
area? It is very much underachieving. Perth could be a far more pleasant and attractive
place if we tried to improve the public facilities and public open space. The proposal for
the Perth city foreshore has been stymied by this Government, and we wait to see
whether it will produce anything of value. It is a crucial issue to the planning of the
central city district. Many people speak of the drop in the number of residents in the
central city area. That must be addressed. The central business district on Sundays and
outside normal business hours is quite deserted. That opens a range of other issues, such
as personal safety and crime, and how planning of the central city area must address
those matters.
I have not referred to the need to address transport issues in our central city area, which
affect not only the central environment but also the total transport structure in the
metropolitan area, and how that integrates with the transport needs of the central city
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area. We obviously must ensure that the businesses which are the heart of a central city
area can function efficiently and compete with other localities within Western, Australia
and internationally, through the various infrastructures and facilities which are needed to
support those businesses. We realise that in ternms of the quality of life in Western
Australia, the whole attractiveness of the central city area cannot be put aside white we
address the efficiencies. There must be an integration of the whole range of issues.
Mr Omodei: Are you going to vote for this Bill?
Mr KOBELKE: Of course not, but if the Minister listens he will hear my argument,
which I hope will be far more coherent than that put by the Minister. His introduction of
this Bill indicated his lack of commitment in this area. I give two examples. If we look
for two successful local environments, which cannot be replicated in the central city area,
but which are very attractive to the people of Perth, we need look no further than
Fremantle and Northbridge. These areas have been rejuvenated, and people flock to
them in large numbers because something draws them there. People are happy to go into
those areas, whether to walk in the swreets, or go to restaurants or entertainment. The
Perth central city area lacks something compared to those areas. I am not suggesting we
can duplicate those places or be compared with them because they are quite different.
However, we see from looking at those two areas, that much needs to be done in the
Perth central city area.
When we put together these various planning considerations and direct attention to
solving these issues and improving the quality of our central city area, we shall have a
city whose international reputation will be higher than it presently is. That in itself feeds
back in promoting business. In the international economy, of which we are part, profile
is most important. We want to attract business and tourists, and if we do nor improve the
general level of facilities and the attractiveness of the central city area, the total economy
will miss out. Not only will that affect the residents of Perth but also the whole State
economy will be so much the less because of that. These are not issues I have thought
up; they are generally spoken of widely in the community. Where in this Bill do we find
mention of these issues crucial to planning the Perth city area? This move by the
Government in no way addresses such issues. We see another case where this
Government is trying to dupe the people of' this State. It is trying to bring forward
without thorough consultation, and without allowing a period for public input, a set of
proposals which it says does one thing but which in effect does something quite different.
We can see that this Government is not about addressing planning issues for the central
city area of Perth.
Mr Lewis: You do not know what we are doing in government.
Mr KOBELKE: The inteujection by the Minister for Planning quite clearly indicates that
this Government does not know what it is doing in planning the central city of Perth,
because it has not made any statements about its wishes in this regard. It has introduced
major legislation which purports to address these issues, but it does not do so at all. I will
go through the information on the public record illustrating what the Government hopes
to gain from cutting up the City of Perth. The colourful brochure released by the
Government through the Perth City Council area - its propaganda document - contains a
small piece under which the Premier, Richard Court, has put his signature. I presume
that indicates it is central to what the Government is erying to do. However, it contains
no reference to improving the planning of the Perth central area, nor any reference to the
substantial issues I have listed and which should be addressed.
Mr Lewis: It is so obvious it is not necessary to say it.
Mr KOBELKE: That is really good planning: It is not necessary to tell people because
they already know it! Everybody knows what should be done and we can leave it to the
marketplace. It is an absolute joke. In this glossy propaganda is a whole set of
suggestions, vague intentions and generalised hopes which have nothing to do with
addressing the planning needs of the Perth central city area. Another part of the brochure
under the heading "A Brighter City" contains the following -
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A new Capital City administration will work with State Government to transform
our beautiful City of Perth into one of the great capitals of the world...
It is viral to give the Capital City of this State economic strength and prosperity, a
healthy environment, and aesthetic and cultural quality.
The city must be managed not just for the few but for all Western Australians to
enjoy.

Again, vague generalisations and no suggestion whatsoever about how to put in place a
structure that will do something about planning. It is clearly propaganda. This
Government is becoming very good with its television advertisements. In the last few
weeks it has spent a lot of taxpayers' money on propaganda of no substance which has
nothing to do with planning the central city area. I turn to the Minister's second reading
speech in which he said -

... for some action to be taken to rejuvenate our city centre. The Premier has
shown his commitment to addressing problems, such as graffiti which is a major
problem in the CBD, and this Bill will help focus attention on both the challenges
and opportunities for a new capital city council.

I invite members to go back to the Minister's second reading speech. They will find that
is the only mention of any planning issue. The depth of planning for this Government is
graffiti. This Government thinks that if it can fix up graffiti it has done some planning.
It is an absolute travesty to suggest that this Hill to dissect the City of Perth has anything
to do with planning for the central city area.
The Minister mentioned that three committees would be formed: The Premier's capital
city committee to formulate policy and coordinate decision making; the capital city
technical committee to provide technical input and advice: and the capital city
development committee to provide a forum for business and commerce to participate in
future planning. There is no explanation of how the committees will interrelate. I will
return at a later stage to discuss the actual role of the committees.
Another basis for the decision by the Government was the report prepared by Carr and
Eardon. The Minister's speech contained the following -

The Government has used the past six months to evaluate the problems and
options in a careful and considered way. An independent report was
commissioned from two consultants - the former Town Planning Commissioner,
Dr David Canr, and former Stirling City Council city manager, Mr Ralph Fardon.
Their comprehensive analysis of the problems and possible solutions has been the
basis for most, but not all, of the decisions reflected in this Bill.

That is, the Government is saying it went out and found two consultants and
commissioned them to do a report, but the preface of the report reads -

The proposal is the result of a personal study undertaken by Dr David Car,
former Town Planning Commissioner for Western Australia, during the past 12
months. Since I1I May this year. Dr Curr and Mr Ralph Fardon, former City
Manager/Town Clerk of the City of Stirling, have been engaged as consultants to
complete the proposal in order that legislation can be introduced into State
Parliament during September 1993.

The decision by the Government is based on that report but this is a clear statement from
the author that he had done the report before he and his partner were paid $40 000; that
is, the report was largely put together -

Mr Omodei: That is not true.
Mr KOBELKE: These are the Minister's words. He said in his speech that he
commissioned the consultants in the last six months, but in the introduction to the report
it was stated that for 12 months the consultant had been working on it.
Mr Omodei: He could have been working on it for five years, for all I know.
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Mr KOBELKE: The inister said that he commissioned people but the author has said
that he started 12 months ago -

Mr Omnodei: Officially he started on I1I May.
Mr KOBELKE: It is now November, so he started in November last year at the latest -
that is what the preface states. This is another example of the Government trying to put
together a report - or something to back up what it is trying to do - but not wanting to do
it openly. So, it decided to put together a report and it drew together a couple of cronies
and handed them $40 000 so that the report would justify what the Government wanted
to do.
If anyone takes the time to read the report they will soon notice that it is a shorty piece
of work. It is amateurish. Perhaps it should have been paid for with 30 pieces of silver
rather than $40 000-odd. While the Mlinister may wish to call this an independent report
we know that the Government does not know the meaning of the word. Whether in this
report or the McCarrey report the wont "independent" is used, but what that really means
is that it is unaccountable. When the Government has a report which is unaccountable or
not substantiated it is called an independent report. However, this report has been gone
over by people in the Perth City Council who have also put together a report which
analyses the statements used to support the details.
Several members inteijected.
The ACITING SPEAKER (Mr Prince): Order! The occasional interjection that may or
may not be acceptable is one thing but the background noise and cross-Chamber
interjections do not work. The Hansard reporter cannot record them.
Mr KOBELKE: I turn now to this paper that considered the references that were used in
the Carr-Fardon report and the original reports and made comparisons between the two. I
invite members opposite to dig out the nine reports and take the Carr-Fardon report and
cross-reference them line for line. I quote now from the report on the comparison
between the other reports -

All the extracts are accurate in that no words are changed. There are several
examples, however, of sentences or even parts of sentences being extracted in
such a way that the original document's meaning is completely obscured. The
extract is presented so that it appears to support or at least not detract from the
consultants' proposal whereas the original document's use of the sentence, phrase
or paragraph was actually critical of the point under discussion.
Without exception, and not surprisingly, the consultants have failed to include
any extracts from the documents which would not support their case. There are in
fact many instances where the other documents recommend against the sorts of
actions which are contemplated by the consultants and the other supporters of the
Government's decision. The consultants have also neglected to quote the many
comments criticising the Government's role in the development of the city.
Generally, the consultants have used the other documents for their own purpose.
Reading the extracts in the consultants' report does not give an accurate
representation of the purpose, content, or tenor of the other documents.

In referring to the nine reports, the Minister was trying to mislead the House and the
people of this State. The report is a very lightweight document. It is a shabby piece of
work and, considering the standing of the authors, one would not expect them to sink to
this level. They were keen to be the tools of the Government and therefore any sense of
professional pride was thrown out the window.
Page 30 of the report refers to major issues for the future City of Perth. It lists 15 items.
There is no discussion or substantiation. The list includes a master plan, town planning
scheme, city revitalisation, a civic square, public transport policy, parking policy, cultural
centre policy and so on. This is hardly the work of planners putting forward a system of
planning for the Perth central area But the incongruity of it does not rest there. I turn to
the recommendations at page 1. Under the heading "The need for restructuring" there are
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two points about central city planning and the key issues to be addressed. The report
states -

There is a widespread belief that the present arrangements for governance are
outdated and ineffective, the main problems being:
... Perth City Council/State Government planning co-ordination - the Minister's
Liaison Committee (which first met in 1977) - has no statutory powers or
functions, limited government involvement and deals with a narrow range of
issues; the Central Area Technical Advisory Committee meets irregularly and, by
virtue of its membership, is unable to influence major issues.
The Minister's Liaison Committee has not met regularly and has dealt with a
limited number of significant projects including the redevelopment of Forrest
Place/City Station and the Foreshore Competition. Its focus has been limited.

That is, it is suggesting that the Government should do something about these planning
committees. At page 22 the report makes recommendations on the Bill before the
House -

The Hill to provide for the creation of three Committees to assist in the co-
ordination on matters of importance and common interest to the State and the City
of Perth.

I have already alluded to the three committees. But when this report puts forward a
proposal to deal with the structure of the committees involved in planning for the central
City of Perth that is the one suggestion the Government does not take up in the Bill. The
one suggestion about central city planning made in this dodgy report has not been put in
the legislation.
There is no mention whatsoever of planning matters in this Bill. I have looked at a
brochure that has gone out to everyone, the Minister's speech, the Bill and the Carr-
Fardon report and found that the planning issues for the central city are either not taken
up or, where they are mentioned in the report, are ignored in the Bill before us.
What is this Government doing about central city planning? It says that the panacea for
planning in the Perth city area is for it to be in the hands of four bodies which will fix it
up. As I have said, that is not contained in the legislation before us tonight. The Minister
and the Premier have suggested that they are doing something about planning; but they
have not seen it necessary to give any statutory power to any of these three committees,
as is clearly recommended by the Carr-Fardon report.
Mr Omodei: Have the committees got statutory power?
Mr KOBELKE: The Minister is on the wrong bus. He is going in the wrong direction.
He is going to Manjimup and we are all going to the Perth city central area. The Minister
has said that this report justifies what the Government is doing, but the Minister has
failed to take on board the report's only key recommendation on planning. I am not
saying that it is right or wrong; I am just saying that it clearly reflects the Minister's
duplicity, on the one hand, in putting up the report as the argument upon which his Bill is
based and, on the other hand, in not putting it into the legislation and giving no good
reason for its omission. What this Government is setting out to do has nothing to do with
Perth central city planning. It is about a propaganda exercise so that the Government can
transfer money and power around in the Perth city area. The Government is not at all
interested in planning. If Government members were, they would have said something
about it. They would have tried to justify somehow what they were doing about planning
issues. But clearly they have not tried to do that.
What are these four bodies and how will they work to improve central city planning?
First of all, we will have this new, reconstituted Perth City Council which basically will
represent just the central business districL. All of the suburbs will be cut off from it,
which will reduce the number of residents. I know the figure given is 9 000 but that
includes people who live in hotels and hospitals; however, at the moment, the number of
residents is considerably fewer. The Government will concentrate the power to make
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planning decisions for the Perth central city area into a new Perth City Council which
will clearly represent the vested property interests within the CBD. The vested property
interests in the CBD have every right to be heard. It is absolutely important that their
considerations and the economies that they must face up to are taken into account.
However, it is an absolute travesty to place total control in their hands. We have a
situation whate the Government is critical because the suburbs - whether it be City Beach
or Victoria Park - are being too self-cened according to this Government, and,
therefore, distorting the planning process in the central city. That is what the
Government is trying to tell us.
But what does the Government do? It jumps out of the frying pan into the fire. The
Government is centralising power. It will give total planning control within the local
government arena to the new Perth City Council which will be dominated by the vested
property interests in the new central city district. That is a real concern in terms of
having a breadth of understanding of what is needed to improve the environment of the
capital city of Perth. We cannot just cut it off from the rest of the metropolitan area and
get balanced decision making.
There is another real threat that no-one from the Government benches seems to worry
about; that is, the potential for planning in the central city area and Penth to be controlled
by foreigners. It is quite likely with the rate of buy-up in the Perth central city area that
when we want to plan something for the City of Perth, and it is not to be done through
direct Government action, the decisions will be made in the boardrooms of London, New
York, Singapore and Tokyo. That is what we are looking at with this proposal. This
Government is so keen to rush to give power to its mates in the Building Owners and
Managers Association and the Chamber of Commerce and Industry that it will not take
cognisance of the fact that, with the increasing foreign ownership of central city
properties, these people will quite often simply be mouthpieces for foreign interests. Is
the Minister trying to tell me that it does not exist? Is he trying to tell me that there is not
increasing ownership by foreign interests?
Mr Omodei: They have been there for the past 50 years.
Mr KOBELKE: Is it increasing?
Mr Omodei: I do not know. You are the Opposition spokesman for planning. You
should know. You know everything else.
Mr KOBELKE: All of the anecdotal evidence clearly suggests that it is. Yet the
Government will hand to vested interests - which may be foreign interests - control of the
central city area. That is all this Government cares about the central city planning.
Let us look at these four bodies. I have touched on one, the new Perth City Council,
which will be very narrowly controlled. There is also the Premier's capital city
committee, which is just a new name for the old Ministers' liaison committee. It is
without any statutory powers. It is a committee to which Ministers once in a while might
come about a particular issue. We will have a continuation of the same planning
committee policies arrangement There is fair agreement that that committee has not
worked as well as it should have. What is the Government doing? It is just changing the
name and leaving in place the same committee to do the same job.
We then have the capital city technical committee. That is really a new name for the
central area technical advisory committee. There has been no change at all. However, a
new committee is thrown in. Three committees do not make a big enough mess of it so
the Government puts in place a fourth one. The Government wants to throw in a capital
city development committee, and if the centra city business interests do not think they
can totally dominate the new Perth City Council, they will be given another avenue to
have a go at planning. The point is that we will not end up with planning with vision,
planning with any desire to increase the total concept of the Perth city area; we will end
up with planning impotence by committees.
This Government is providing no structure or interrelationships between these four
committees. We already have a city council, the Premier's capital city committee and the
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capital city technical committee; but the Government is putting in place a fourth
committee with no explanation of the interrelationships, no statutory powers. We will
still have the State Government from time to time going down with one-off projects -
whether it be Burswood, as was mentioned earlier, cr the East Perth Redlevelopment
Authority - trying to rearrange things in the right direction. We will not have put in place
any sort of planning structure which will look to the future and address the Meal issues.
This Government is not about planning; it is simply about shifting power to the central
city area away from the suburbs, placing the whole focus of the central city power with
the central city interests and moving the rate burden from the central city to the suburbs.
The people in the suburbs will pay more and the people in the central city will have the
power.
MR CATANIA (Balcaxta) [8.58 pm]: 1, too, oppose this Bill.
Mr Bradshaw: What is your solution?
Mr CATANIA: I will give the member my solution if he shuts up and sits there.
Mr Bradshaw: You guys are all gloom and doom.
Mr CATANIA: That is not so. Rather than the City of Perth being restructured, it is
being dismantled.
Mr Omodei: I am dismayed that one of my fellow countrymen would utter such
derogatory phrases.
Mr CATANIA: I am dismayed that one of my countrymen would tear down the heart of
the city, rather than constructing it, as is usual for people from our ethnic origins.
Nevertheless, we find a few strange apples in every basket. I do not mean that in a
derogatory sense. As I said, many statements have been made about this Bill, and the
Government stated prior to the election that referendums would be held; that it would not
dismantle anything, and that it would not do this or that unless people were consulted.
The ACTNG SPEAKER (Mr Prince): Order! The member for Nollamara, thank you.
If you wish to carry on a conversation, I would say that the noise level is quite high and it
is a bit difficult to hear.
Mr CATANIA: It is no wonder that we have found a lot of opposition to this at every
public meeting.
Mr Lewis: It is drummed up.
Mr CATANIA: It is not drummed up. People have a genuine concern about what has
happened: The fact that they have not been consulted; the fact that their representatives,
elected in May of this year, will be sacked or summarily dismissed from their duties; the
fact that they do not know what services, such as child health services, pension services
or whatever, will be retained; and the fact they do not know what rating system will be
adopted and whether the towns of Vincent and Shepperton will have different systems or
rates. Many questions have not been answered by this Bill, by this Minister or by his
representatives. That is what concerns people and what has been expressed in the last
three public meetings. When I look at some of those concerns, I cannot see the reason
for or the logic of this Bill. In the place of one council there will be four-, in the place of
one mayor there will be four, and in the place of 28 councillors there will be 32. As a
sideline, they have picked the names of three new towns without any real thought.
Mr Lewis: That is not true.
Mr CATANIA: They have named Cambridge, Shepperton and Vincent after streets.
Mr Lewis: You am a fair man.
Mr CATANIA: I am trying to see logic but I cannot find a stroke of logic in it. Many
fine people have lived in these proposed new towns, and perhaps their names could have
been considered. Maybe that is what the Minister should have considered, but he did nor.
He said, "Here it is. We will draw a nice map in a nice glossy brochure and put these
towns in it." Effectively, it will dismantle what is an expert local government body that
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ocher local governments have turned to for advice on many occasions, and chat will no
longer be available. He is dismantling a perfectly good and reasonable rating system,
which delivers reasonable rates to people in the City of Perth who will be in the new
cowns. He is creating four municipalities, three of which will not be very big and
competitive in any way, and one of which will be very poor. I will return later to the
proposed new town of Vincent, which will be the poor relation of the new four. It will be
very difficult for the people living in the new town of Vincent to survive with the present
regime of rates.
Let us get back to the main focus of this game by the Government, which is to strip the
surrounding areas and, of course, the present local government and Perth City of their
best assets. These are the golden eggs - the endowment land at $40m, the cash reserves
at $11l.5m and the parking trust fund. The whole emphasis of this exercise is to strip
what is now the City of Perth of its golden eggs and allow three poor local councils to be
constructed. I am very concerned about that and fear that it is perhaps a payback to same
of the people who supported this Government during the last election.
Mr Lewis: That is nonsense!
Mr CATANIA: I cannot see any other logic. The Minister states that there will be 9 000
residents of Perth. If he counted every rat and cockroach, some of his mates perhaps, that
live in Perth he might get to 4 000. He is saying that he has 9 000. What will be the
result for Vincent. Cambridge and Shepperton? Their rates will increase and those of the
City of Perth will decrease. That is the real result and reason for his breaking up the City
of Perth. Turning to the report from which he has taken that advice, the authors of which
are David Canr and Ralph Fardon - I do not normally deal with personalities in this
Chamber, but I seek its indulgence to deal with those two - one is an outdated and retired
town planning commissioner and the other a second-class garbage manager, who is
involved in a garbage plant. Those are the sorts of people we have had constructing this
report, which states right upfront that the present arrangements for government are
outdated and inefficient. That is what those two people have stated about the City of
Perth, when they have plagiarised and got every fact from other sources and reached
improper conclusions. They should not have written such a report on dismantling the
City of Perth. I am very concerned that this Government allowed those two people to
bring forward what is a second-rate, unfactual and unwarranted report.
Let me return to the new town of Vincent. The small town that will be created will have
no particular hub, two very small shopping centres and no commercial base. The
residents of Vincent include many pensioners from Macedonian and Italian ethnic
backgrounds. What will they get out of the reconstruction of the City of Perth? They
will get a lack of services, because the rate base of the small municipality will not be able
to deliver the services they presently enjoy. It will not be able to deliver a central city
planning area for what will be a very small town. Those pensioners will have to pay
double their rates. There is no doubt about that. The mathematics have been done by the
present city treasurer, who has stated publicly and to me that a small and poor
municipality like Vincent will suffer greatly. The main streets of Fitzgerald Street, which
will run down the centre of Vincent, and Oxford Street on the other side, will be
subjected to a clamour to rezone those areas to commercial, because as commercial areas
they will generate higher rates. What will happen to the area which is predominantly
residential and enjoyed by the predominantly aged and senior citizens of the City of Perth
is that the rates will be higher, and the residents will receive less service and will suffer
greatly with the dividing up of the City of Perth and the formation of the town of
Vincent. That is something this Government, the people who commissioned this report
and the authors of this report did not take into consideration. Through the break-up of
the City of Perth residents of the small town of Vincent will be tremendously
disadvantaged. They have very few commercial areas. The area in Oxford Street will be
developed for their centre and Leederville Oval will be used as a depot; it will be one
open space taken away from the people.
Mr Omodei: 'he deputy mayor has been saying that we are going to park the trucks in
the middle of the oval. Are you going to throw that one in too?
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Mr CATANIA: I suppose thac if it were used for a depot one would have to park the
trucks somewhere, and they may be parked in the centre of Leederville Oval as it exists
today. However, Vincent will be so small that its rate base will not be able to deliver the
services, and that is a matter of concern. There will be only one option. If the
Government were truthful and wanted to advise the people of Vincent what it was going
to do with their new town, it would tell them from the start that they were going to have a
new little personalised town, but to pay for that town their rates would double. The
Government should be honest and tell them that right from the start so that the pensioners
can start saving now, because over the next 10 years their pensions will not be able to
cover the increase in rates and charges. The Government has created a small town
without the possibility of its being able to survive on its present low base. The
Government will find that over the seven months before the next financial year it will
have to split up the assets and provide and design four budgets. If the Government is
telling me that it and its advisers have thought this matter through, I do not believe it.
For a Government that prides itself on its connections with and understanding of
business, the only thing I see in this proposal, and the only thing left in the decision to
dismantle the wonderful City of Perth, is that the Government's understanding of
business is certainly lacking, but its connections remain, and it is delivering the golden
egg of the centre of the City of Perth to its connections. That is a payback for the support
the Government received in the last election at the expense of the poor pensioner who is
going to have to pay double for his rates and charges in the little town of Vincent. I am
disappointed in that. I thought that we would see a different plan for the City of Perth;
however, it has been an exercise of no reason, no logic, no economic sense, no
environmental sense and, certainly, a break-up of a town that will only disadvantage
those in the small municipalities which the Government has created.
It is embarrassing to tell people from overseas that our capitl city is one square
kilometre. We are going to have 51 high rise buildings without any personality, without
any heart, and without any ability to sell themselves because the cosmopolitan chanacter
of all the towns and suburbs around will be divorced from the city. I amn totally and
utterly against what should be called the destruction of the City of Perth Bill and hope
that some of the members on the other side will see that it is divisive and destructive to
the city rather than constructive.
MR CUNNINGHAM (Marangaroo) [9.14 pm]: When the Premier announced the raid
of the Perth City Council on Monday, 18 October it had all the markings and workings of
a raid on a democracy of a third world country such as El Salvador. Put simply, hundreds
of millions of dollars worth of ratepayers' assets are to be taken out of the hands of
ratepayers and their elected representatives and put into the hands of five of the Premier's
hand picked commissioners - commissioners who we are told have no vested interest in
the Perth City Council, but whose names the Premier so far will not disclose. What does
the Premier have to hide for so long? The Minister for Local Government said four
weeks ago that the Premier would announce the names in a week. Why are we waiting?
We know that Judge Brinstien has knocked back the Government. What connection will
the unknown commissioners have with the Chamber of Commerce and Industry, the
Building Owners and Managers Association or the Liberal Party? The Premier has
assured the Perth City Council ratepayers of a return of democracy by 1995. However,
that will be too late; the ratepayers will have been raped, outraged and pillaged by the
Perth City Council and left to wither and die - all the work of a great toe cutter. Worse
still, there is already speculation that the commissioners will be in place for up to thre
years, not two years until 31 October 1995 as prescribed in clause 6(3) of the till.
A Government member inteijected.
Mr j2UNNINGHAM: I have never been guilty of spreading a rumour. Will the Premier
or the Minister give a guarantee that he will not seek to extend the . rm of the
appointment of the commissioners? The scheme as outlined by the Premier and the
Minister for Local Government has five key strategies: Dismiss the ratepayers'
democratically elected representatives; appoint five of their mates to take over the
council and divvy up its assets; grab $15m from the council's endowment land reserve
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and duplicate council's structure at three suburban locations; give $3m worth of cash
reserves to the three new authorities representing over 90 per cent of the council's current
ratepayers; and keep the lion's share - hundreds of millions of dollars worth of cash and
assets, which has been built up over 155 years by all ratepayers - and give control of the
central business district to their mates, who represent 10 per cent of the current Perth City
Council ratepayers.
This is nothing more than a crude rip off of ratepayers by the Court Government to pay
back its campaign team. I request the Premier to tell the Parliament how many hundreds
of thousands of dollars of cash and time the Chamber of Commerce and Industry, the
Building Owners and Managers Association and the Housing Industry Association have
donated directly or indirectly to his election campaign. However, if he did his nose
would grow longer and longer - much longer than Pinocchio's - and his poodle, Beau,
would never know him again. Do members remember when the Premier said that he did
not know who was on his fund raising committee? Do members remember how shocked
he was when he learnt that two of the four McCarrey report commissioners - Unsworth
and MacKinnon, I think their names were - were key members of his fund raising
committee? We wait with interest to see how independent the commissioners will really
be. The one thing we all know is that those five people will be accountable to the
Government which appointed them. They will not be accountable to the people of Perth
whose democratically elected representatives have been cast aside.
Mr Kobelke: They have always been unaccountable.
Mr CUNNINGHAM: Yes, the Government talks about accountability, but there is no
such thing as far as it is concerned.
The Premier and his cronies have no shame. They are politically and morally corrupt.
This Bill is nothing but a crude scheme to pay back the Liberal Party's financial backers
at the last State election and it is done at the expense of the City of Perth's ratepayers.
The Premier and his Government have treated the council and its ratepayers with utter
contempt. The Government admits to putting the plan in motion in May, but we all know
that the plan was cooked up last year, well and truly before the State election was called.
Before the election it made promises to business people in the City of Perth central
business district and to the Chamber of Commerce and Industry, but the Premier went to
the election promising that there would be no canve-up of the City of Perth. However,
thre of the Liberal Party's candidates promised their constituents who reside within the
City of Perth that a Liberal Government would protect them from being cut off from the
Perth City Council and having their rates doubled. Three of that parry's candidates now
hang their heads in shame. One is Michael Saunders, the Liberal Parry candidate for
Glendalough, another is Ann Kennish, the Liberal Party candidate for Victoria Park and
the third is Hal Colebatch, alias Lurch, fly collector and Liberal Parry candidate for Perth.
If any of these three candidates had been elected the Liberal Party's plan would not have
changed one iota.
The Premier's statements in this full-colour brochure which outline the proposal are a
sham. The truth is that he has no altruistic or pure reason for this crude scheme. The
Premier has stated that he is nor in any way criticising members of the Perth City Council
because they have done a first-class job. He said also that the City of Perth has structural
deficiencies. What does he mean by that? Does is have any real meaning? It sounds like
some sort of disease and maybe it is economic AIDS. If it is, will ocher local government
authorities catch it?
Several members inreijected.
Mr CUNNINGHAM: The Premier said in his colour brochure that Perth, as we know it
today, has become far too big to offer the personalised attention that is provided by more
compact municipalities. The City of Perth's population is 80 000; the City of Stirling has
a population of 180 000; the City of Wanneroo has a population Of Over 200 000; and the
Shire of Swan has a population of 56 000, which is increasing yearly. Will the
Government come clean and say what is in store for each of these local authorities?
Members should make no mistake about it - the Minister is smiling because he knows
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that the precedent has been set with the Perth City Council being divided into four. The
Premier also said in the brochure that it is unfair for residents living in Wembley, for
example, to be governed by councillors, no matter how sincere, who live many
kilometres away. What will this mean for the City of Stirling which has suburbs as far
apart as Maylands, Mirrabooka and Scarborough; the City of Wanneroc which has
suburbs as far apart as Alexander Heights and Two Rocks; and the Shire of Swan which
has suburbs as far apart as Gidgegannup and Ballajura? I will tell members what it will
mean: It will mean that with no consultation whatsoever the Premier and his cronies can,
with no moral compunction whatsoever, dip into any local government authority any
time they like and divide irs assets to assist their mates.
Nothing better demonstrates the crudeness of this scheme than the inclusion of Crawley
high rise, near the University of Western Australia, in the new City of Perth. Thank
heavens, there was a last minute back-down and the Burswood Casino, which is on the
opposite side of the river to the central business district, will no longer be included in the
new City of Perth. What is the interest in the Crawley high rise? Is it greed? Over Sim-
worth of rates annually will come from the high rise buildings in that area. There is no
rationale whatsoever in the Government's decision to carve up the city other than the
crude grab of the city's assets.
Many people have argued for alternative planning arrangements over the years and they
have expressed concern at the destruction of this State's heritage buildings. People want
a vibrant, living city. This Bill is not a scheme to improve the city; it will destroy it. The
Premier has illustrated his complete lack of understanding of planning and heritage
issues. In his glossy pamphlet which was delivered to residents throughout the
municipality of the City of Perth the Premier said that recent developments such as
Central Park, Westralia Square, the R & I Tower and QVlI meld with magnificent
character buildings such as Government House and the old Perth Town Hall. What
absolute rot! How could the character buildings meld with the new high rise buildings?
No statement indicates more the Government's complete lack of understanding of
planning issues in this fine city.
The Minister for Local Government, who also happens to be the Minister for Water
Resources, would do all Western Australians a great favour if he directed his attention to
cleaning up the Swan River so that this prime city asset could be protected for future
generations.

The Carr and Pardon report has, of course, been the biggest sham of all. Expressed
simply, the Government commissioned a report from these two people to justify the
destruction of the City of Perth - deceptively called "restructuring". David Canr was an
obvious Liberal choice because he has claimed for many years that he would, no matter
how long it took, destroy the City of Perth and sever its residential areas. Ralph Fardon
is, of course, the Minister for Planning's mate.
Mr Lewis: He is, and he is a very honourable man.
Mr CUNNINGHAM: Ralph Pardon is currently employed one-third by each of the City
of Perth, the City of Wanneroo and the City of Stirling. He also has a great interest in the
Mindarie regional council. One might have thought that Ralph Pardon had a conflict of
interest - I thought that, but I might be wrong. However, it seems that neither Ralph
Pardon nor the Premier saw it as a conflict of interest. Of course, there are other
alternatives. Firstly, the Premier may not have known of Pardon's conflict of interest or,
secondly, perhaps Pardon went to the Wanneroo or Albany school of definitions and
interpreted a conflict of interest in a different way from the rest of the community. We
should be fair about it because he may not have realised that there was a conflict of
interest. The Cr and Fardon report cost $40 000 in fees - $20 000 each to Canr and
Pardon. There is no doubt that the Car-ardon report - I will not say the Parking Carrion
report - will go down as the most superficial and inaccurate report of all time. Numerous
reports, mainly planning reports, are cited and summarised in the Car-Pardon report.
They include the Martin, Mant, Waterman and other reports. However, those reports in
no way justify what is proposed. Only two of those reports even discuss municipal
boundaries. The first is the report of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western
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Australia, which, surprise, surprise, recommends central business district boundaries.
The second is the Mant report, which, although it at least discusses municipal boundaries,
recommends strongly against any boundary changes. The bottom line is that the CCI
report is the only report that recommends municipal boundary changes. and to allege that
eight to 10 reports support the Canr-Fardon position is simply not dhe truth.
The most extreme claim is that the central business district council will have a population
of 9 000. The only problem is that they counted in all of the people who stayed at city
hotels on Census night 1991, patients at Royal Perth Hospital. and even patients at the
Mount Hospital. It is a sad day when they have to count people on life support machines
at Royal Perth Hospital to get the city's population to stack up. The real Census figure,
less the transient population, is about 5 000. The City of Perth will be the tiniest capital
city in the world!
Elected representatives of ratepayers will have no say in this at all, because the
Government is hell bent on rushing through this legislation and is denying the electors of
the City of Perth the right to have their say via a referendum. The reason that the
Government does not want to have a referendum is, firstly, that it knows that the City of
Perth electors will reject this scheme overwhelmingly;, and, secondly, that it fears it will
Jose control in the upper House. In January this year, the Electoral Commission denied
the Australian Labor Party's right to register a "ticket vote" in North Metropolitan Region
for the Legislative Council. The Liberal Party knows that it has no right to a fourth
member in the region, and that a fair and fresh election will increase the ALP's numbers
in the upper House and that it will risk losing control of the upper House. T1he City of
Perth Restructuring Bill is morally reprehensible, and the Government is hell bent on
bulldozing it through both Houses before fresh elections can be held. It smacks of the
same immoral political corruption that is evident in the draconian industrial relations
Bills.
The first of the city's assets to fall under the hammer with the close of tenders on 19
November 1993 will be the Perth City Council's former depot site in lames Street. The
advertisement published in The West Australian states -

Wanted - developer with vision. Only once in a blue moon does a premium
opportunity like this present itself'. An entire city block in Northbridge for sale by
public tender.

The current Perth City councillors have insisted that this site be zoned primarily
residential and sold for inner city residential housing. My guess is that the
commissioners will sell to commercial developers prepared to pay the highest price, and
a great opportunity to bring residents back into Northbridge will be lost forever. Mark
my words; this will be the first of a number of planning disasters for the City of Perth by
greedy, self-interested developers.
I pay tribute to the outstanding community service that most of the current City of Perth
councillors have given the community. I congratulate Councillors John MacMillan and
Mick Lee on becoming Freemen of the City of Perth. Between them, they have
voluntarily served the people of the City of Perth for over 55 years. I congratulate also
Councillors Jack Marks and Michelle Roberts on the excellent fight they are putting up
for democracy. 'The people of Perth should have a say in what happens to our city. They
have done an excellent job in supporting the community against this draconian
Government. The City of Perth has been very fortunate in having those two dedicated
councillors.
I pay tribute also to Councillors Alannah MacTiernan. Andrew Murfin, Ida Smidiwick,
John Moran, Milan Bosich, Helen Gonsal, John Bissett, Bruce Stevenson, Basil
Franchina, Vince Scurria, Victor Viahos. Pauline O'Connor, John Eggleton, Robina
McConnell, Vin Nairn, John Hudson and Diane Birt. May history record the contribution
of all of those councillors and the strong stand that they took against the Government's
undemocratic and unprincipled legislation. May history record also that this Government
did not speak to even one of those councillors before it announced its fait accompli on
Monday, 18 October 1993, nor did the Government speak to any ratepayer groups.
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The Court Government's plan is a disaster plan for Perth. It demonstrates the most
incredible contempt for democracy, and blatant political corruption. It will be
remembered for the crudity of the payback to the Liberal Government's political backers.
This Bill is a blatant example of political dishonesty and corruption of the worst kind.
MR D.L. SMITH (Mitchell) [9.38 pm]: The one thing that I can say about the City of
Perth Restructuring Bill - I note that it is called an Act in the Minister's second reading
speech notes, even though it is only a Bill - is that it truly reflects the calibre and
character of the Court Government. It reflects the character of the Court Government in
the sense that there has been no consultation and there has been the absolute abrogation
of all the election promises made by die Liberal Opposition prior to the last election. We
have become used to the fact that "this is really Victoria" and that workers and
Aborigines have no rights in this State. We have become used to the notion that one
cannot judge a member of the Liberal or National Party on his or her rhetoric, but only on
what is done. Members opposite are prepared to say anything in order to cover up and
deceive people about what they are doing.
Mr Omodel: You really believe that, do you?
Mr D.L. SMITH: I do.
Mr Oniodei: You had better go to confession.
Mr D.L. SMITH: This Bill has been hatched not by the Minister for Local Government,
but by the Premier in consultation with others.
Mr Omodei: That is not true.
Mr [XL. SMITH: It is, and the Minister knows it. Some 11 months ago local
governments in this State were starting to emerge as an equal partner with State and
Federal Government. This was occurring under the banner of genera] competence.
autonomy and devolution. We consulted local government generally and established that
the worst feature of the system as far as local government was concerned was that it was
subjected to the whim of the Minister and Government of the day. In rewriting the Local
Government Act we sought to take the Minister of the day and the State Government out
of the affairs of local government as far as possible.
The first thing a Minister for Local Government must learn is to stop talking about three
tiers of Government and to start talking about three spheres of Government. A great and
substantial change occurred: The previous Government began to recognise local
government as an equal partner in the running of the nation, and we also recognised that
better decisions are made locally by local government.
Mr Bradshaw: Is that why the Federal Labor Party is sending money to regions rather
than local governments?
Mr D.L. SMITH4: I will come back to that later, but I shall discuss this Bill rather than
the side issues.
The previous Government welcomed consultation with the executive, staff and elected
members of the Western Australian Municipal Association, the Local Government
Association, the Country Shire Councils Association and the Country Urban Councils
Association. Those organisations were all very supportive of what the previous
Government was attempting to do in rewriting the Local Government Act. In fact, they
were surprised, but welcomed the move, when we entered into the better government
agreement. That agreement was about identifying the areas which ame currently the
State's responsibility but which would be better done by local government. It was also a
matter of providing resources from the State purse to local government to enable it to get
on with those aspects.
However, 10 months after the State election, the amended Local Government Act is still
only promised for next yearn the better government agreement is in tatters - I believe very
little progress is being made on it - and, more importantly, the Local Government
Association and the Western Australian Municipal Association are now paying for their
dominance by the conservative parties. For too long in Western Australia too much
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politicking has occurred in local government, and the vast majority of local government
politics has come from the conservative side, which regards local government as its
province and training pround for parliamentary candidates.
Several members interjected.
Mr D.L. SMITH: While training parliamentary candidates, conservative farces gain
control of every local organisation to make them their mouthpieces.
Mr Blaikie: Name one south west shime authority about which that is true.
Mr D.L. SMITH: I cannot name one south west authority about which that is not true.
The City of Bunbury contains 10 Liberal members of the 12 members in local
government. Conservative forces are running organised campaigns, similar to those at
Wanneroo, to ensure that their candidates are successful. That has resulted in the
dominance not only of local government authorities, but also of the associations and the
Western Australian Municipal Association.
The deep trouble in which local government finds itself in this State today is due to the
weakness of those organisations when dealing with conservative Governments. They are
strong in dealing with Labor Governments and Ministers, but local governments ame
deprived of any authority or power when dealing with conservative Governments; they
know they will be dominated by a conservative Government because those conservatives
control their own organisations. The organisations are incapable of responding to that
situation because they lack the political will to do so.
Does this Bill recognise local government as an equal partner and an equal sphere with
State and Federal Government? This is an important matter which impacts very much on
one local government authority, yet the decision was made without consultation.
A Government member: You were the most hated Local Government Minister ever in
this State.
Mr DL. SMITH: That simply reflects the political imbalance on most local authorities.
However, the types of issues on which they became upset with mec pale into
insignificance when compared to the intent of this Bill. This Bill is the ultimate rejection
of any idea of' treating local government as an equal partner in government. Local
government has played no pant in this Bill's decision making process, and the decision
was made and will be implemented by ministerial announcement and an Act of
Parliament without a referendum of the people.
Let us consider what vehicles this Government is prepared to use in order to dominate
local government totally. One begins by looking at a few clauses within this Bill. This is
the kind of legislation this Minister and this rotten and corrupt Government is prepared to
use.
Mr Cowan: Don't give us that again!
Mr D.L. SMITH: It is corrupt because of what this legislation is about. The Bill refers in
the definition section to the principal Act as being the Local Government Act. Clause
4(2) reads -

If a provision of this Act conflicts or is inconsistent with the principal Act, this
Act prevails.

Mr Pendal: That is what you lot did with the casino - you're a bunch of hypocrites!
Mr D.L. SMITH: This legislation will abrogate every aspect of the Local Government
Act in favour of the Parliament and the Government of the day. Despite what the
member for South Penth says, to pick one aspect of control regarding one property - be it
the Swan Brewery - or district - Burswood Island or East Perth - is very different from
abrogating the whole of the Local Government Act.
Mr Pendal: That is what you did with the casino; you set aside the Local Government
Act and the Town Planning and Development Act.
Mr D.L. SMITH: If the member for South Perth cannot recognise the difference between
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abrogating some aspects relating to particular buildings or areas and abrogating every
provision of the Act in regard to every part of the City of Perth, chat is part of the
problem with his party and this Minister. Clause 4(2) should be read in conjunction with
clause 27, which is of enormous interest to lawyers. This clause comes from the so-
called democratic Liberal Party of the people, that believes in the rule of law, in the
conventions, in our Constitution and our traditions; this is what this Minister and this
rotten Government insert into their legislation, having abrogated every provision in the
Local Government Act. Clause 27 "Legal proceedings precluded" states -

No proceedings seeking the grant of any relief or remedy in the nature of
certiorari, mandamus, prohibition or quo warramto, or the grant of a declaration
or injunction, may be brought against any person in respect of the operation of
this Act or any act, matter or thing required or permitted by this Act.

What does that mean, ask members opposite who ame not lawyers? It means that every
decision of the commissioners until there is an elected municipality will be
unchallengeable in the courts. It does not matter whether they make a decision validly
after consultation, in their own interests, or in the interests of ratepayers, every decision
the commissioners make will be totally unchallengeable in the courts. What sort of
Government overrides totally the Local Government Act and then says. "No matter what
our commissioners do, no matter what we do, we are unchallengeable in the courts'?
That is not just a denial of the role of local government and of the rights of ordinary
citizens, but also an absolute denial of the division of powers between the Parliament, the
Executive and the judiciary. In relation to this legislation theme is no judiciary because
under clause 27 the judiciary has been totally excluded from taking any action whatever
to review or override the decisions of the commission or any other action taken under this
legislation at all.
Mr Wiese: Will you take it to the High Court?
Mr D.L. SMITH: No, because no-one can even get to first base seeking relief in our own
Supreme Court. This is the Government's respect for the Parliament. Clause 28(1)
"Regulations" states -

If there is no sufficient provision in this Act or the principal Act to give effect to
the purposes of this Act the Governor may make regulations prescribing all
matters that are required or necessary or convenient to be prescribed for giving
effect to them, including matters of a savings or transitional nature consequent on
enactment of this Act.

Effectively that says that it does not matter what is contained in the Local Government
Act, nor what is put into this legislation; in order to give effect to the intent of this Bill,
the Government can pass any regulation it believes is warranted in order to achieve that
intent. That is without the control or the scrutiny of this Parliament in terms of the source
of the power. We could never refer any regulations made under this legislation to the
delegated legislation committee because there is no basis for doing so. This Bill will give
the Minister and the Government of the day absolute power to provide regulations which
cover every aspect that is not covered by the legislation; so it does not matter what is
done or said in those regulations, no delegated legislation committee could say the
commissioners were acting in excess of power, or in breach of power or anything else.
Of course, the legal proceedings exclusion extends to the regulations because of the way
legislation is interpreted.
Mr Wiese: You are talking total nonsense. All of those regulations can go before the
delegated legislation committee.
Mr D.L. SMITH: Members opposite will tell any untruth that suits them. They said in
their election campaign that there would be a referendum; there is no referendum. They
promised consultation; there has been no consultation. Does the end of this legislation
justify the means by which this Government is trying to effect its end? If one looks at the
Minister's second reading speech, one sees he says that among the reports since 1986
which highlight inefficiencies are: "Central Perth Policy Documents 1986"; "Planning
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Procedures for Perth's Central Area";, '"New Directions for Central Perth (City Vision)
1988"; "A Capital City for Western Australia, Chamber of Commerce and Industry
1990"; and "Capital City Planning for Perth", Australian Institute of Urban Studies, 1992.
All those reports concern the deficiencies in the planning of the central part of the City of
Perth.
Mr C.J. Barnett: That is not true; you are wrong there.
Mr D.L. SMiT1H: I am not wrong. If we had unrestricted time I would be prepared to go
through every one of those reports and demonstrate to the Leader of the House that the
principal concern relates to planning. Simply put there is consensus about this fact, and
we on this side of the House agree, that there has been a great deal wrong with the
planning of the central part of Perth for a very long time, in particular, the City of Perth
has not been able to reflect the fact that it is the capital city of Western Australia in
planning terms. There has been a dominance of a St George's Terrace mentality that
wants to see plot ratios maximised and the design of buildings simply made functional
and aimed at nmaximnising the occupancy rate rather than looking at the central city and
saying, "We want a capital city we can be proud of." Will this legislation achieve central
city planning which reflects the fact that Perth is the capital city of Western Australia?
The short answer to that is no, because this legislation does absolutely nothing about the
planning powers in relation to the centre of Perth. This legislation leaves all the planning
procedures and powers exactly where they have always been; that is, with the City of
Perth. That should mean that it is with the elected councillors of the City of Perth.
Under the unconstitutional, undemocratic, unfair and inequitable electoral system
operating in local government one thing is guaranteed; that is, that 9 000 so-called
permanent residents of the new City of Penth will have next to nothing to do with the
election of their councillors.
Why is that so? It is because, under the undemocratic, unfair and inequitable system of
local government favoured by members opposite, local government elections are not
about people but about property ownership - about who is the ratepayer. It is not only the
residents of the City of Perth who are entitled to vote. Every ratepayer in the City of
Perth is able to nominate people to represent them and to go on the electoral roll and cast
votes. We know the way in which that has been rorted in the past.
An obvious rort that was brought to my attention when I was Minister for Local
Government related to a developer who would build a block of 16 or 20 units and,
pending their sale, would nominate a different person for every one of those units even
though there was a single owner of all the units. That is what they say they are entitled to
do under the Local Government Act. I personally have some doubts as to the validity of
that. They do that so that each owner of the 16 strata units gets a vote. Quite often two
people are nominated, so they get 32 votes, almost always for the Liberal candidate.
Mr Trenorden: Can you prove that?
Mr D.L. SMITH: I can prove it.
Mr Trenorden: Well, prove it.
Mr D.L. SMITH: In view of the time left for my speech, I do not want to go through
chapter and verse. What is worse than that is that the property owners of St George's
Terrace and elsewhere around the City of Perth are the ones who will cast their votes.
Mr Trenorden: How many of them are there?
Mr D.L. SMITH: Firstly, how many are there who are not resident in Western Australia?
How many are there who in no way have any interest in the City of Perth as a capital
city?
Mr Wiese: Apart from having a building worth $l100n.
Mr IXL. SMITH: Apart from having a building on which they want to maximise profit.
They seek to do it in two ways: By controlling the planning decisions and by controlling
the level of rates that they must pay.
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Dr Gallop: And this Government gives them both.
Mr D.L. SMITH: And this Government gives them both. flat is what the legislation is
about. It is about increasing the profits of the property owners by reducing their rates and
by allowing them to maximise their developments and about reducing the amount of
regulatory control that impacts on those properties chat might cost them some money. In
essence, that is what the Bill is about. If members opposite had any real courage, that is
what they would be saying.
This Bill has nothing to do with the reports referred to by the Minister. It is passing
control of our city to Collins Stet in Melburne, to George Street in Sydney and to
other capitals in South East Asia, and to the board rooms in London and New York.
Mr Trenorden: There are more than 5 000 of these people, are there?
Mr IlL. SMITH: There are many more than 5 000 of those people. The one figure that
the Minister has not given us is how many ratepayers as distinct from the number of
residents there are in the City of Perth. Is be prepared to tell us?
Mr Omodei: I do not know that figure off the top of my head.
Mr D.L. SMITH: If members opposite had any conviction about their financial
modelling for what they are establishing under this legislation, they would have given the
responsibility for the investigation and report into the viability of these four entities to the
organisation in Western Australia that is independent, run by local government and has
the expertise to do the financial modelling in a way that no other organisation in Western
Australia has.
Mr Omodei: The Grants Commission.
Mr D.L. SMITH: The Grants Commission. It has more information about the financial
affairs of every local authority in Western Australia than any other organisation known to
me. It should have been given the task of doing the financial modelling to satisfy us and
the public at large that these propositions were fair and viable.
Mr Trenorden: The Grants Commission does not have those sorts of resources.
Mr D.L. SMITH: It has not even been asked to review the reports made by Dr Carr and
Mr Fardon. Despite what members on this side of the House say, I respect Dr Can. He
has been a valuable public servant and has made a significant contribution to many areas
of this State. The one thing that must be said about Dr Carr unfortunately, relating to
this Bill is that he is lacking totally in impartiality. The Minister well knows that. When
I was the Minister, Dr Carr came to see me with a proposition which was almost identical
to the proposition that the Minister has put before the Parliament through this Bill. This
whole Bill and the concept of the split up of the boundaries has been the work of Dr Canr
as a good and faithful servant of the Building Owners and Managers Association. Let
no-one forget that he was formerly employed as a professional consultant.
Mr Omnodei: Under the previous Labor Government as well?
Mr D.L. SMITH: He was there under the fornia Labor Government. The first time that
I saw Dr Canr as Minister was in relation to BOMA. IHI camne to see me in his
professional capacity as an advocate for BOMA, and he did a very good job. I do not
blame BOMA for wanting to do the best by its members; that is its whole function. But
to say chat Dr Canr could be an impartial judge as to the viability or appropriateness of
what this legislation does flies in the face of the meaning of the word "impartial". The
Minister knows it and the Premier ought to know it. It simply reflects what I said at the
beginning of my speech, that this legislation is the hallmark of this Government. It
completely abrogates its election promises and does not feel that it has to explain
anything. It makes up its mind based on very insulated advice, without proper
consultation with WAMA, the Local Government Association or any of the other
professional bodies that may be affected. In the end the legislation will be extremely
harmful to local government because of the precedent that it sets for the break up of the
cities of Wanneroo and Stirling.
Mr Omodei: How is it going to affect them?
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Mr D.L. SMITH: Because this legislation is a perfect model of how the Government can
break up Wanneroo and Stirling without any referendum and without any consultation.
Mr Omodei:- Is that what you intended to do?
Mr D.L. SMITH: No. I would never have put my name to legislation of this kind if I
wvere Minister for Local Government. It is the absolute opposite to local government; it
is about dictatorship.
(The member's time expired.]
MR TRENORDEN (Avon) [10.08 pm]: I wish to make two points about the
legislation. As a rural backbencher of the Government, I have listened with interest to
the debate. Despite what members opposite say, we have an interest in creating a
significant capital city in Western Australia. If members look at the history of this State
in the last 10 years under the diabolical Government that preceded us, they would realise
that business has fled this State at an alarming rate. Institutions such as the AMP
Society, National Mutual, the Westpac Banking Corporation and others have moved their
whole operations east. To make contact with many of those people, one must make a
telephone call to Sydney or to Melbourne. That has happened among not only those
major bodies, but also many smaller companies. Companies like Western Mining
Corporation Ltd and many of the mining offices are headquartered in Melbourne or
Sydney. Very few are headquartered in Western Australia. That costs us revenue and
jobs and, more importantly in terms of the Indian ocean region in which we live, a great
deal of kudos. Members opposite begrudgingly admit that is a problem and most, during
some part of the debate, at least hinted that this was a good move. Obviously we must try
to establish Perth as a central trading area within the Indian Ocean region and look to the
north and north west of that to try to establish some standing within Asia.
The other point I wish to make is that members opposite are appallingly ignorant of
economic matters.
Mr Wiese: Including the member for Victoria Park.
Mr TRIENORDEN: Including the member for Victoria Park. The argument is about the
residential areas, the new areas that have been created, subsidising the central areas.
Dr Gallop: It is one rate in the dollar for all the parties.
Mr TRENORDEN: The member for Victoria Park is saying that because three new
authorities are to be established their rates will go through the roof.
Dr Gallop: That is the point of the exercise.
Mr TRENORDEN: That represents the attitude of people opposite. For a decade or
more, members opposite were involved in the corrupt activities of many businesses and
many of those people within that central business area pushed the prices of property
through the roof. Without question for a long time the CBD of Perth subsidised those
suburbs. However, the opposite will happen in the future. Prices of property and rental
values are plummeting. It is projected that in the near future rentals in the Sydney CBD
will decrease by one-third. Many of the properties were built in the early 1980)s and
rented in boom times and now many of those agreements are ready to expire. When
those tenants go to renew their leases they will look for lower rates.
Dr Gallop: What are the boundaries of the Shire of Northam? Is the rural hinterland part
of the town council?
Mr TRENORDEN: No, there are two councils.
Dr Gallop: Is there not a plan to link up the two just as there was in Albany and
Geraldton?
Mr TRENOROEN: No; there are a few people who would like to see it happen, but the
two councils are opposed to it.
The point is that the CBD of Perth is in serious financial strife and will continue to be in
that situation, not just in five years but in a decade. The whole mechanisi of operating is
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changing. Businesses are centralising at an ever increasing rate. Many Australian
companies have deserted Perth for the Eastern States.
Dr Gallop: You are describing the rip-off inherent within this legislation. You can make
any area look good by ripping off someone else.
Mr TRENORDEN: When the member for Victoria Park was a Minister responsible for
the State Government Insurance Organisation and other areas, he was totally devoid of
economic knowledge. The only thing he isgood at is lecturing. Unfortunately he does
not get the rates he received at the University of Western Australia. That desertion of
companies to the east is costing this State's CBD area immensely because the people are
not around to rent the premises. What did the Opposition do about that? It filled up the
premises with State Government officers and committed them for 10 years to rates well
above the going rate. In Westralia Square and Central Park, for example, they are paying
rates at least 100 per cent above the going rate.
Mr Wiese: Would you describe that as being corrupt?
Mr TRENORDEN: I would describe that as being very corrupt. Those people have
committed the taxpayers of Western Australia, not for the term of their Government or
for one or two years, but for years beyond their term. If they want to talk about concrete
decay, they have put a decay into the central district of Perth that will be felt for a decade.
Mr Wiese interjected.
Mr TRENORDEN: Exactly $2m that did not have to be spent is committed. As time
goes by and those leases must be renewed, will they be renewed at $400-plus a square
metre? They will not. From where will the demand come to fill up the central district
down the moad? Nowhere. AUl the articles about the projections of the commercial
aspects of the Perth CBD are exceedingly pessimistic. What can be the only conclusion
to that? When the revaluations occurred this year, central district rates plummeted. The
people in the suburbs had to pay the difference. Did their properties increase in price?
No; they increased the rate in the dollar to subs idise downtown Perth. Unquestionably
that will continue for five years and it will go on for a decade. Those people who are
living in City Beach and Victoria Park and who are operating a business in Northbridge
are subsidising the CBD of Perth.
Mr Wiese: Not now they are not.
Mr TRENORDEN:, Not now, because we have isolated them. Once those people realise
what we have done for them they will sing our praises. It will take a while for that to
happen, I agree. However, members opposite either do not have the nous to work out
that two and two make four or they do not want to believe it.
Dr Gallop: Can I suggest you read this document called "Municipal Director 1993-94"
and have a look at similar sized councils and how much they spend and what rates they
charge?
Mr TRENORDEN: It has nothing to do with the argument. Each local government
authority raises its revenue and spends it on the facilities the people demand. They have
access to the Grants Commission and so on. Very large local government bodies like
Wanneroo and very small ones like Wandering with 170 voters - probably wit a
population of approximately 1 000 and a rate base of $250 000 - still go about their
business just like these four new bodies will go about their business.
Mr Wiese: Producing wealth to keep the city going.
Mr TRENORDEN: Exactly. However, that does not change what the member for
Marangaroo said. He was right; they have got AIDS - acquired income deficiency
syndrome. They are dying from an infectious terminal disease. Members opposite said
that residents in Floreat and other places will pay for that cost. That is absolute nonsense.
No person who has a pencil and a piece of paper can come to that conclusion.
Mr Wiese: And half a brain.
Mr TRENORDEN: Yes. The central business district of Perth is in decay even though in
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many cases its buildings are brand new. Members should look down the Terrace. How
many lights do members see shining out of those brand new buildings? How full are
they? If the public servants were taken out of those buildings they would be very empty.
Mr Wiese: No-one is actually paying any real money for them.
Mr TRENORDEN: The taxpayers of Western Australia as a result of the corrupt
activities of the previous Government will have to hold onto those tenancies for same
time. Private enterprise is conspicuous by its absence and will remain conspicuous by its
absence in two years' time, five years' time or even 10 years' time. They are all dying
because they have AIDS.
Most of the rhetoric that has come from the other side is absolutely unbelievable
nonsense. When the residents of those residential areas realise that they will no longer be
asked to subsidise central Perth, they will sing our praises.
MR RIPPER (Belmont) ( 10.22 pm]: On behalf of the residents of Carlisle, many of
whom are my constituents, I oppose this Bill. However, before I deal with the interests
of the residents of Carlisle, I want to consider some of the justifications for the
restructuring of the Perth City Council.
Mr Omodei: I did not see you at the meeting the other night.
Mr RIPPER: I was here. The case for the Opposition was ably put by my colleague the
member for Victoria Park, who was present at the meeting.
Mr Wiese interjected.
Mr RIPPER: They are probably better off than the member for Wagin in that regard. It
is a matter of capacity and I assure him that the constituents of Carlisle have that capacity
even if he doubts his capacity.
In justification for introducing the Bill, the Minister for Local Government said that it
will "create a true capital city council and three new councils". That is wrong because
one of the councils that will be created - the council for the central business district - by
this Bill will not represent the people of Perth or of Western Australia. Therefore, in no
way can it be called a true capital city council. A paragraph later, the Minister said -

The new capital city council will provide the focus for commercial, cultural and
recreational activities by creating a heart for the metropolitan area.

How does giving the central business district to business interests create a heart for the
metropolitan area? It is an inherently unlikely proposition that these business interests
will be good at creating a heart for the whole of the metropolitan area, particularly as that
heart is supposed to relate to cultural and recreational activities. I do not believe that
members of the public will give any credibility to that statement by the Minister. That is
one version of the overall Government justification for this Bill which rests on the need
to address planning problems relating to the central business district and the metropolitan
area in general that have been discussed for many years. A summary of that overall
justification is given by the Building Owners and Managers Association in its WA News
of November 1993. On page 1, an article from "The President's Desk" states -

Perth as the capital of WA and the city itself is a focal point for all Western
Austraians. it is therefore difficult to accept that control of the city should be in
the hands of a select group of ratepayers whose suburbs do not even necessarily
adjoin the city.

Yes, but what is the Government's solution? It will give control of the central business
district to an even more select and narrow group of ratepayers - the business interests that
will have the voting control of the future Perth City Council.
How does the Government propose to address the planning problems that have arisen in
the central business district? It proposes to do that by giving control of the central
business district to its mates in big business. These are the very people who, in the
opinion of many in this State, have contributed to the ruination of much of our central
business district. The central business district does need to be planned as the capital of
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the whole of the metropolitan area and of the State. It should serve the people of the
whole metropolitan area and of Western Australia. It is not there to serve the interests of
the Building Owners and Managers Association or business interests in the central city.
The CBD should be planned in relation to the suburbs, and it should be planned in
relation to its role as a capital city of the State.
How will this Government's solution contribute to any of those needs? It will contribute
not at all because the Government has handed over the CBD to a very narrow group of
stakeholders, narrow business interests conbzenwrated in the central business district. It
will cut off any input from the people in the suburbs that central business district serves
and it will neglect to include any input which represents the CBD's role as the capital of
Western Australia.
The Bill does not in any way address any of the existing planning problems in the CBD.
In fact, it could be argued that this Bill will actually worsen the situation because it will
reduce the range of stakeholders who will have access to the planning process and it will
give undue control to one set of business interests, not even business interests in general,
and in no way can their interests be seen as the whole range of interests that should be
taken into account in relation to the CBD. The central business district is not there to
serve the economic interests of the owners of businesses and buildings in central Perth. It
is there to serve the residents of the whole metropolitan area and of the whole of the
State.
I am not saying that the present arrangements are wholly satisfactory. However, at least
they provide for some resident input into the planning process for the City of Perth.
Mr Wiese: You are talking garbage lie your mates before you.
Mr RIPPER: I ant not. The member admitted a little while ago that he had trouble
understanding the member for Victoria Park. Why does he not make a speech? He has
the chance to do that.
The problem is that while the present arrangements are not wholly satisfactory, the
Government's Bill will womsen them because it reduces the range of people who will
have access to the planning process and it narrows the group of stakeholders that will
have access to the planning process. By giving over the CBD to a small group of
business interests, the Government will not promote the objectives that the Minister
claimed would be promoted by this Bill when he gave his second reading speech.
Another justification put forward by the Government in the Minister's second reading
speech was that the creation of three new councils in the suburbs would "put the 'local'
back into local government". If that is what the Government is about, are the next targets
the Stirling and Wanneroo City Councils? They cover very large local government areas
and, if the Government has a philosophy that local government should be broken up.
perhaps the people in Wanneroo, Stirling and Melville will be wondering if it is their turn
next. If it is so good for the people in these suburban areas and if it is so effective in
promoting local democracy, the Government should have no fear about putting it to the
vote. It has a fear about putting it to the vote and that is why this Bill is before the House
rather than the existing procedures of the Local Government Act being followed. That
Act provides for boundary changes to be made, but they require a vote of the electors.
The Government does not have confidence in the vote of the electors, so it does not want
to use those procedures. Instead, is comes to the Parliament with a Bill that will override
any need for a referendum on this matter. If the Minister thinks it is a good idea for local
democracy and for suburban residents, he should have the confidence to put it to the vote.
However, he knows from the meetings he has attended that the residents do not agree
with his prescriptions.
Mr Omodei: Only 1 080 people have attended out of 80 000.
Mr RIPPER: The Minister is saying he has spoken to 1 000 people at public meetings.
Anyone knows that attendance at public meetings is indulged in by only a tiny fraction of
the population and, therefore, if that many have attended it is a pretty good indication of
public opinion on this matter. The Minister knows as well as anybody that this proposal
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would not be supported by electors in those suburban areas, and that is why the
Government will not put it to the vote. It is a sham to say that this Bill will enhance local
democracy, because if local democracy were allowed to operate the proposition would
not get to frst base. Despite the Minister's fancy figures and the taxpayer funded
propaganda campaign, this proposition would not win the support of electors in those
suburban areas.
Mr Omodei: It is a very modes: campaign.
Mr RIPPER: The Minister says it is a modest campaign but he has taken care in the Bill
to prevent the Perth City Council spending money on a similar exercise, although he
thinks it is okay to spend taxpayers' money to put his point of view.
Mr Oniodni: Is it your opinion that the people of Carlisle should be included in the City
of Belmont? The member for Victoria Park thinks ir is a good idea.
Mr RIPPER: Any proposition for change to the local government boundaries should
firstly be put to the people. Should the people of Carlisle vote for that proposition, I
would be quite happy with that outcome. The situation is that the people of Carlisle
support the City of Perth, and they do not support the Government's proposition for good
reason. I am not the only one who thinks this proposition would not be supported in the
community. I believe the Building Owners and Managers Association also supponts that
view, and I quote from the president's statements on page 1 of its latest newsletter as
follows -

In my view, wide consultation whilst possibly desirable in principle, would in
practice, have jeopardised the change.

What a remarkable admission. He is saying that had the Government talked to the people
in the suburban areas and asked for their views, it would have lost this proposal.
However, he still wants it to go ahead because it is in the narrow economic interest of his
members and the people he could influence to go ahead with this proposition, despite its
not having the support of people in the suburbs. There are good reasons this proposition
would no: go ahead if put to the vote of the people of Shepperton. It is clear that
residents in Shepperton would miss out. I represent some of those residents in about half
of Carlisle and they will miss out despite the statement in the Minister's second reading
speech that -

The detailed financial analysis carried out by the consultants confirms that there is
no reason why rates need increase.

Let us look at the consultants' analysis as it relates to the proposed town of Shepperton.
In my view an examination of that analysis indicates there will be both service cuts and
rates increases for the residents of Shepperton. The figures presented at page I I of the
Carr and Fardon report do not relate to actual budgets. They are based on a notional
budget and are not based on a detailed analysis of what is spent in the area. They are
estimates based on a theoretical model. It is worthwhile comparing them to the Perth
City Council estimates of actual expenditure in Sheppenon. We see some interesting
results from that comparison. For example, the Perth City Council estimated actual
expenditure on halls and civic centres in Shepperton is $75 820. The consultants' model
suggested only $30 000 should be spent on halls and civic centres, in Shepperton; that is a
cut of 60 per cent. The Perth City Council estimated expenditure on recreation and parks
in Shepperton as $1 160 434. What does the model prepared by the consultants suggest?
An amount of $684 300; a cut of 41 per cent. On roads, drains and paths the PCC
estimate of actual expenditure is $1 242 929. The consultants' estimate is $600 000; a
cut of 51 per cent. Street lighting, which is very important in this area because of the
significant concerns about security among the elderly residents of Carlisle who value the
all night swreet lighting, is estimated by the PCC to cost $323 127. The consultants'
suggested expenditure is $ 145 000; a cut of 55 per cent. Those figures were for recurrent
expenditure, but cuts are also proposed for capital expenditure.
The general capital expenditure estimated by the PCC is $852 526. The suggested
general capital expenditure by the consultants is $750 000; a cur of 12 per cent. The PCC
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estimate of actual expenditure on roads is $2 175 204. The consultants' suggested figure
is $750 000; thiac represents a 65 per cent cut. The model developed by the consultants,
and used by the Government as evidence for its statement that there will be no need for
rates increases, contains assumptions which mean massive service cuts for the residents
of the proposed town of Shepperton, from the examples quoted of between 41 per cent
and 65 per cent. If there are to be no rate increases in the town of Sheppercon, as
suggested by the consultants' figures, the residents of that area must accept massive cuts
to the services they have traditionally received from the Perth City Council. If they are to
avoid the massive service cuts there will need to be a large rate increase indeed, but even
the model that includes the large service cuts includes the assumption of a irate increase
because the figures in the consultants' report are based on a rate in the dollar for
Shepperton of 7.390, yet the current rate in the City of Perth is 6.85g. The model is
based on service cuts of up to 65 per cent and a rate increase of up to eight per cent. How
can the Minister say that the consultants' analysis shows there is no need for a rate
increase when the consultants' analysis is based on an eight per cent rate increase and
massive service cuts?
One cannot miusc the Minister's argument based on the consultants' figures nor can one
trust the consultants' figures because they are not based on a detailed study of what
occurs in the areas of the Perth City Council which will constitute the new town of
Shepperton. They are based on broad brush, arbitrary assumptions. Even with the broad
brush, arbitrary assumptions we see the prospect of massive service cuts and large rate
increases on the basis of the Government's own figures, and services to residents in the
part of Carlisle that I represent will be cut and rates will increase.
I oppose the Bill because it will not address the planning problems that have arisen in the
central business district. It will reduce the influence of the people of Perth in decisions
relating to the CBD and increase the influence of a relatively small group of business
interests. That will not be conducive to decisions regarding the CBD which reflect the
needs of the whole metropolitan area, indeed the needs of the whole State. I oppose the
Bill because it will create additional burdens to suburban ratepayers, both business and
residential. The Bill is said to promote local democracy but the Government will not put
the proposition to the people involved for their determination. It will not do that because
in the end it represents a transfer of wealth and power from suburban residents to the
CBD business interests. Suburban residents will not vote for that, and for very good
reasons.
MR OMODEI (Waren - Minister for Local Government) [10.43 pm]: I thank
members for their contributions to the second reading debate on this most important Bill.
I particularly thank members of the Opposition for their contributions. While it may
have been drawn out, I realise that it must be very difficult for them to address debate as
it is a matter that they have not been able to deal with in the past, even though it has been
at the forefront for a number of years. The most significant contribution by members
opposite was made by the member for Nollarnara who, in his opening comments, said
chat many of the trends were going in the wrong direction in the Perth central city area.
He said there was a loss of heritage places, and it must be a constant source of
embarrassment to members of the Opposition that when they were in Government they
overrode many of the planning decisions of the current Perth City Council. He said that
more needed to be done with parks and malls in the capital city and that the council was
underachieving - which I thought was a slight on the current council; that there was a
drop in the number of residents in the central business area; that personal safety and
crime were a problem; that something needed to be done about transport structure, and
that the quality of life needed to be improved- He said that much needed to be done. He
also talked about the international reputation and profile of a capital city of a country or
State. He went on to talk about the planning issues relating to the Perth City Council.
I could not agree more with the observations of the member for Nollanara that a lot
needs to be done about the Perth capital city. He talked about people being duped. If
ever people were duped it was by the current Opposition. I have spent some time in
Wembley and Victoria Park addressing people at public meetings. People have been
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very vocal in their comments about the direction that the Government is caking with the
restructuring of the capital city, but in the main they respected my position as Minister,
and that the Government was moving down a path of restructuring the capital city. The
level of misinformation has been high. A lady in Victoria Park the other night - an ex-
Northcliffe resident - came forward and asked a question. She was a frail old lady who
had been living in Victoria Park for many years. She asked whether it was true that we
will stop the Christmas party. flat is the level of misinformation being bandied around
the electorate and the suburbs by not only members opposite but also some councillors
and members of the union movement.
The member for Mitchell admitted that one issue has been around for a long time in the
central Perth area. He talked about a planning authority, which was also mentioned by
the Leader of the Opposition. It is interesting to note that both the Leader of the
Opposition and the Opposition spokesman for local government have spent very little
time in the Chamber during this debate - a debate they claimed to be of vital importance
for the people of the towns and city we propose. It is important to note that in 1992 the
then Government was proposing a planning authority structure without consultation with
the community. An article in the newspaper at the time stated that Premier Lawrence had
put another nail in the coffin of the Perth City Council by revealing that the then State
Government was planning to form an authority to control Perth central business district.
At that time, she offered potential city landlords cuts in taxes and so on. So, the very
thing that the current Opposition is accusing the Government of' doing was happening
while members opposite were in Government. To confirm that situation, in the
Legislative Council on 27 October a current Perth City councillor said -

I am not saying that there is an ultimate logic about the existing Perth City
Council boundaries or any of the boundaries within the metropolitan area..
There are all sorts of anomalies.

We have heard a range of Opposition members claim the opposite. The member
continued

We should try to be a bit more imaginative as to how we can use the advantages
of those large structures but create some diversity and some decentralisation
within them.

She went on to talk about the planning concept and the precincts which have been talked
about in local government circles for a long time. One of the propositions was that under
her favoured concept there would be a planning authority comprising a councillor from
the central city area, Shepperton, Cambridge and Vincent. Her proposition was that there
would be five people elected by the Government of the day to make up the remainder of
the planning authority. Nothing has been said in debate about the Cities of Nedlands,
Wannemoo, or Stirling or the adjacent Cities of Belmont or South Perth. None of those
areas would have anyone on the super planning authority, but there would be a person
from Cambridge, Vincent and Shepperton. It seems to be a mishmash of suggestions for
some kind of planning authority.
Nothing in the statements made by the then Premier or members of the Opposition would
protect the Perth City Council. It was clearly the intention of the Government of the day
to bring in a capital city planning authority which would usurp the role of the current
Perth City Council. If anybody was being duped, it was certainly the councillors of the
City of Perch. The previous Administration was considering a big shake-up in the City of
Perth. It is interesting to hear members talk about the Carr and Fardon report and
denigrate and cast aspersions on the characters of those people. David Carr had dinner
with the Leader of the Opposition two or three weeks ago. The only person who paid
him a compliment was the member for Mitchell, and he did so grudgingly. David Car
has been a prominent planner in Western Australia through his role as the Commissioner
for Town Planning under various Governments. He is also well recognised as a planner
with vision. Ralph Fardon was the city manager at the City of Melville and the City of
Stirling and has excellent credentials in giving advice to the Government. I, for one, was
pleased with their contribution. The indicative budgets put forward in the Carr and
Fardon report were just that - indicative budgets.
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Much has been said by the Opposition since the report has been published but nobody has
taken the time to scrutinise the Back report. Bearing in mind that Mr Back is currently
the Treasurer of the City of Perth, he is in a difficult situation where the majority of the
councillors of the Perth City Council are opposed to the restructure of the council and,
therefore, he is taking orders from a council that is not in favour of the proposals put
forward by the Government. He is in an unenviable position.
I gained access to his report tonight and I noted that in relation to the town of Vincent
and the operating expenses for the Beatty Park swimming pool, Mr Back provides an
amount of $529 656. It has been stated by the consultant to the Perth City Council that
once the $5m was spent on the upgrading of the Beatty Park swimming pool, there would
be a positive financial result for the complex. Yet in this report there is a figure of
$529 000-odd. We have not heard members opposite mention these figures. When we
deal with these figures. I wonder how many areas within the Back report may be one line
items and not ongoing items. I wonder how many are one-off expenditures. Nobody has
gone through the Back report to confirm or deny that. In his preamble to his report, Mr
Back says that it is acknowledged that such items as Beatty Park pool should place a
lesser demand on the ratepayers of Vincent in 1994-95. From my knowledge - I am not
an accountant and I do not propose to discredit or to find further anomalies within the
Back report - the Carr-Fardon figures were based on zero rated budgets for cities with a
population of 20 000. Mr Back has built into his budgets all of the overheads, the debt
servicing and a lot of one line items. For the Opposition to come forward and use a
person of high profile in the community, and use him in a very unfair way, to promote its
own argument is most unethical.
A number of other matters have been raised tonight. In particular, the Leader of the
Opposition talked about the duplication and some lack of consultation. The other day I
received a letter from the branch secretary of the MEU and the ASU. The letter states -

I have been requested by a number of workers from the Perth City Council and
their wives to extend to you their appreciation for the personal letters which were
sent to them advising them of what is to happen with Perth City Council, and the
assurances as to their jobs therein contained.
Whilst not agreeing with the overall concept of what is taking place, the personal
nature of the contact from you, and not having to rely on second hand reports is
appreciated.

The letter is signed by Mr Adrian Bennett, branch secretary of the MEU and ASU.
Mr McGinty: He is a member of the right.
Mr OMODEI: If he is a member of the right, that is okay. On at least three occasions up
to 20 people from the union movement have been to my office to discuss the restructure.
I spoke to 300 or 400 Perth City Council employees who were gathered near the
Esplanade. It was obvious that those people who were heckling in the crowd had been
teed up to create some dissension within the crowd. From my perception generally and
even from the Wembley meeting, which was quite vocal, it was obvious that once we got
past the union and the heavyweights who had set up the questions, members of the
general community could see that 1, as a Minister of the Crown, was genuine in my
attempts to restructure the City of Perth. They recognised, too, that my commitment to
maintaining jobs and a debt fr-ee status for those towns, and making those towns viable,
was a genuine one. The commissioners will be given this function: To carry out the
wish of the Government, that the towns - Cambridge, Vincent and Shepperton - will be
debt free and viable. That will occur as a result of the distribution of the assets of the
Perth City Council.
Much has been said about planning. I will refer to the three committees that will be put
in place which are not statutory committees, two of which already exist. The Premier's
capital city committee comprises the Premier, the Lord Mayor - when the commission is
in place, it will include the chairman of the commission - the Minister for Planning, the
Minister for Transport and the Chairman of the State Planning Commission. We have
included the Minister for Transport on the committee; he was not included under the
1=.6
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previous Government. The role of this committee will be to coordinate State, regional
and local levels of government decision making and action programs in the capital city of
Perth; to promote discussion between the State Government and the City of Perth on
major planning and development issues; to guide the future development of the capital
city; to examine other relevant matters which affect the capital city of Perth; and to
perform the role of a steering committee for major projects relating to the capital city.
The second committee is the capital city technical committee which will comprise the
chief executive officer or Town Clerk as chairman of the committee; the chief executive
officer of the Department of Planning and Urban Development; the chief executive
officer of the Department of Transport; and the chief executive off icer of the Department
of Local Government. This committee will provide and coordinate technical input and
advice to the Premier's capital city committee; provide a forum for discussion by State
and local government agencies of major issues affecting the capital city; and monitor the
activities of Government agencies and local government in the capital city.
The third committee proposed in the report is the capital city development committee.
All of these committees are not statutory committees and there is flexibility to include
new members on them. If there is a need, as perceived by the commissioners, for
representation from the general community, that will occur. This committee comprises
the Lord Mayor as chairman; the President of the Building Owners and Managers
Association; the President of the Housing Industry Association and the Under Treasurer
and, as I mentioned, any other members who could be co-opted onto it. Its job will be to
develop initiatives that will make Perth city a vibrant community centre; to lift the profile
of the capital city of Perth to be one of the great cities of the Asia-Pacific region; to lobby
State and local government to adopt policies and programs consistent with maintaining a
strong capital city; to promote the capital city; to identify and promote the growth of
employment-activity sectors essential to the future well-being of the capital city; to
encourage international and interstate corporations to relocate to Perth, trough
development of an incentives and marketing program and other appropriate measures; to
encourage and facilitate foreign and interstate investment in the capital city; to improve
the appearance of the capital city; to foster small business development; to organise and
promote special events; and to provide a forum for business and commerce ito participate
in future capital city development.
Members opposite suggest that the Government has no plans for the capital city, yet the
very existence of those committees and their provisions will ensure that the capital city of
Western Australia becomes a special capital city, not only in this State but also in the
whole of the country. It is important that members know the current Perth City
councillors will be invited to act as advisory committee members to the commission, and
that is an acknowledgment of their contribution as councillors. It is also a concept that
will continue to allow grassroots attachment of the commissioners to the general public.
Much has been said today by members of the Opposition, and I just want to give some
commitments to the member for Floreat concerning Bold Park and the benefits to the new
towns. There will be specific benefits to the new towns, and the planned centres are just
that. Those decisions will finally be made by the commissioners. If Floreat Forum is too
congested, as the member suggests it will be, I expect that the commissioners will be
alerted to that and alternative plans will be made. They will have, the autonomy of a
council and will act accordingly. I can see Hold Park being enhanced by the additions of
further lands that am being acquired. On the questions of the endowment lands and
whether the golf course will be secured, all the public open space and beaches will be
vested in those towns, and in the case of the member for Floreat in the town of
Cambridge. As is mentioned in the Bill, there is a facility for the use of funds for
endowment lands and parking funds under the provisions for the towns being set up, and
it is expected that they will be debt free and ensured of their viability. The Bill will
contain a provision for a trust fund that can be used for distribution of funds to ensure
that those towns are viable. For all the talk about doubling or trebling the rates, the facts
of the matter are that the only time rates have been raised in the current capital PCC area
was in the last year, when the valuation went through the floor, as the member for Avon
mentioned; theme was a huge reduction in valuations and the rates went up 26 per cent.

6540 [ASSEMBLY]



[Tuesday, 9 November 1993] 64

That in itself gave the Government the opportunity to restructure. Had the restructure
occurred last year, as was signalled by the Liberal candidates, there is no doubt there
would have been significant increases in rates. The Government does not see the
necessity of raising rates in this case, as there will be the assets of the Perth City Council
to underwrite the new towns. In closing, it was notable that at the Wembley meeting.
when the Leader of the Opposition was questioned in relation to what she would do if the
Opposition cook over as Government in 1997, she said she had no answer to changing the
situation proposed by the State Government.
Mr C.J. Barnett: She made no decision as Pirmier.
Mr OMODEI: That is correct. The reason she did not give an answer is that she knows
the concept proposed by the State Government has been mooted in the city for a number
of years. While all those reports do not propose changes of boundaries, they all talk
about restructuring of the capital city of Western Australia. Whether we go through
CityVision, the Australian Institute of Urban Studies, the Martin report or any of the
many very expensive documents commissioned by the previous Government and not
acted on at all, it can be seen that many of them proposed the restructure of the capital
city of Western Australia. Our decision today on Burswood will placate a lot of the
concerns of the people of Victoria Park. While my personal opinion is that Burswood
should have been in the capital's precinct, I acknowledge there are a lot of people out
there, and my own members in the Legislative Council - Hon Barbara Scott and Hon
Clive Griffiths, and the member for South Perth, Hon Phillip Pendal - who think
otherwise. As a result of their strong representations -

Dr Gallop: Thank you for acknowledging the part I played.
Mr OMODEI: As a matter of fact, the member for Victoria Park played no part at all.
He tried to play politics and had a handout -

Several members intetJected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Order!
Mr OMODEI: It was a total misrepresentation of what the current Government was
going to do.
Dr Gallop: We did represent the situation -

Mr OMODEI: All the people down there had been informed.
Dr Gallop: Give us an example of us being untruchful, bird's eye.
Mr OMODEI: I am not being untruthful. I cannot remember off the top of my head, but
I can tell the member for Victoria Park -

Dr Gallop: You came into this House and told lies.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Orler! The member for South Perth.

Withdrawal of Remark
Mr PENDAL: I believe the member should be asked to withdraw the claim that people
Iied.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ainsworth): Member for Victoria Park, I ask you to
withdraw.

Dr GALLOP: I withdraw.
Debate Resumed

Mr OMODEI: Thank you. Mr Acting Speaker. I wanted to complete my remarks by
saying -

Dr Gallop: Tell a few more untruths.
Mr OMODEI: By the time the next election occurs the towns of Vincent, Shepperton
and Cambridge will be in place, the capital city precinct will be rejuvenated, and the
members opposite will find it very difficult to go back into those same suburbs and
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spread the same misinformation they have to date. My wish is that rather than adopt the
approach they have today, and I acknowledge that there has been criticism about
consultation, I could put in place a plan where people could agree. Looking at the
community of interest in Shepperton, Cambridge and Vincent, it has been acknowledged
by the relevant person from the Opposition in the upper House, a current city councillor,
that the Government had received a view of a commonality of interest in those areas, and
it is a shame that the Opposition members in this House have not supported the
legislation as I would have wished.
Dr Gallop: You are misrepresenting her position.
Mr OMODEI: I suggest the member read page 5673 of Hansard of 27 October and he
will see exactly what the member said. I am not saying she agreed with what we had to
say.
Dr Gallop: She certainly does not agree. She is totally against the legislation.
Mr OMODEI: Quite a number of members opposite have recognised there are anomalies
in the boundaries. The member for Nollamara agrees that there is a range of issues to be
addressed, yet the Opposition has failed to act on that. I find it passing strange that when
we as the Government make a hard decision, members opposite would nor take the
opportunity to adopt a positive approach, bearing in mind that we are talking about the
capital city of Western Australia.
Dr Gallop: When are you going to bring in an Albany restructuring Bill or a Bunbury
restructuring Bill?
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!
Dr Gallop: You could not bring in those Bills because of corruption in the upper House.
Mr OMODHI: Legislation in other States in this country has been used to restructure
capital cities. I call on the Opposition to support the Government in this proposition.

Division

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (26)
Mr Ainsworth Dr flames Mr Prince
Mr CJ1. Barnett Mr House Mr W. Smith
Mr Blaikie Mr Johnson Mr Trenorden
Mr Board Mr Kiemath Mr Tubby
Mr Bradshaw Mr Lewis Dr Turnbull
Dr Constable Mr Marshall Mrs van do Klashorst
Mr Court Mr Omodel Mr Wiese
Mr Day Mr Osborne Mr Bloffwitch (Teller)
Mrs Edwaujes Mr Pendal

Noes (18)
Mr Bridge Mrs Ha] lahan Mr Ripper
Mr Brown Mrs Henderson Mr D.L. Smith
Mr Catania Mr Kobeike Mr Thomas
Mr Cunningham Mr Marlborough Ms Warnock
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Dr Watson
DrGallop MrRiebeling Mr Leahy (Teller)

Pair

Mr McNee Mr M. Bamnett
Mr Shave Dr L.awrence
Mr Nicholls Mr Taylor
Mr Ninson MrGrill
Mr Cowan Mr HI

Question thus passed.
Bill read a second time.
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MINIMUM CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT BILL
Returned

Bil returned from the Council with amendments.
House adjourned at 11.14 pm



QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

MINISTERIAL TRAVEL - CONCORDE
Former Minister for Education, Former Cief Executive of the Department of Cabinet

767. Mr RIPPER to the Premier:
(1) In reference to the Premier's claim that the former Premier approved

Concorde wravel by the former Minister for Education and fanner Chief
Executive of the Department of Cabinet, will the Premier table the
relevant travel approval to substantiate the Premier's claim?

(2) Did the former Minister for Education and the former Chief Executive of
the Department of Cabinet actually travel by Concorde?

Mr COURT replied:
(1) No.
(2) The member should direct this question to his parliamentary colleague, the

former Minister for Education. There was no approval on file for this trip
at all. There was, however, a refund notation for the unused portion by M.
Anderson. [See paper No 559.]
This Government publishes quarterly reports on travel.

TIOWN PLANNING APPEAL TRIBUNAL - APPEALS LODGED, ANSWER
1168. Mr KOBiELKE to the Minister for Planning:

Further to the Minister's reply Co question on notice 827 of 1993, how
much research is required to give the names and tidles of the appeals
lodged by the two successful appeals to the Minister in the six month
period from February to July 1993?

Mr LEWIS replied:
The appeals referred to in question on notice 827 were to the Town
Planning Appeal Tribunal not to me as Minister.

HOMESWEST - HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS OPENED BY BACKBENCH
MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT POLICY

1233. Mr GRAHAM to the inister for Housing:
(1) Is it the policy of the Government for backbench members of Parliament

to open Homeswest housing developments?
(2) If so, can the Minister provide a list of developments due to open in the

coming year?
(3) If not, why was the Elizabeth Gardens development in Bun bury opened by

the member for Bunbury?

Mr LEWIS replied:
(1) Yes, the Government has continued the practice of the previous

Government of inviting its backbench members to deputise for the
Minister when be is unable to officiate at the opening of Homeswest
housing developments.

(2) No.
(3) Not applicable.
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MOTOR VEHICLE (THRD PARTY INSURANCE) ACT - SECTION 3T.
ACTUARIAL REPORTS, $50 PREMIUM LEVY

Severnth Report on Premniumn Needs Introduction
1283. Dr LAWRENCE to the Premier representing the Minister for Finance:

Which, if any, of the actuarial reports referred to in the Premier's reply to
question without notice 232 of 1993 contained an introduction which
described itself as the seventh report on premium needs since the Motor
Vehicle Personal Injury Division took over from the former Motor
Vehicle Insurance Trust?

Mr COURT replied:
The Minister for Finance has provided the following reply -

The seventh report on premium needs since the Motor Vehicle Personal
Injury Division took over from the farmer Motor Vehicle Insurance Trust.

MOTOR VEHICLE (THRD PARTY INSURANCE) ACT - SECTION 3T,
ACTUARIAL REPORTS, $50 PREMIUM LEVY

Terms of Reference Explanation
1284. Dr LAWRENCE to the Premier representing the Minister for Finance:

Which, if any, of the actuarial reports referred to in the Premier's reply to
question without notice 232 of 1993 explained its terms of reference in
terms of Section 3T of the Motor Vehicle (Third Party Insurance) Act
1943?

Mr COURT replied:
The Minister for Finance has provided the following reply -

See answer to question 1283.

MOTOR VEHICLE (THIRD PARTY INSURANCE) ACT - SECTION 3T,
ACTUARIAL REPORTS, $50 PREMIUM LEVY

Tabling
1285. Dr LAWRENCE to the Premier representing the Minister for Finance:

Will the Minister table each of the actuarial reports referred to in the
Premier's reply to question without notice 232 of 1993?

Mr COURT replied:
The Minister for Finance has provided the following reply -

These are not public documents.

MOTOR VEHICLE (THIR PARTY INSURANCE) ACT - SECTION 3T,
ACTUARIAL REPORTS, $50 PREMIUM LEVY

Instructing Officer
1286. Dr LAWRENCE to the Premier representing the Minister for Finance:

(1) Who was the instrcting officer for each of the actuarial reports referred to
in the Premier's reply to question without notice 232 of 1993?

(2) Will the Minister table each set of instructions?
Mr COURT replied:

The Minister for Finance has provided the following reply -

(1) R.J. Skerman (1 and 2), RIJ. Skerrnan and V. Evans (3) and V.
Evans (4. 5 and 6).

(2) Apart from the first report of 1993, which was requested by letter
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on 14 January 1993, instructions to provide reports were conveyed
verbally in various meetings and discussions. The SGIC is
authorised to provide a copy of that first instruction on the
member's request if the member considers it important.

MOTOR VEHICLE (THIRD PARTY INSURANCE) ACT - SECTION 3T,
ACTUARIAL REPORTS, $50 PREMIUM LEVY

Actuaries; Cost
1287. Dr LAWRENCE to the Premier representing the Minister for Finance:

(1) Which actuary or actuaries prepared each of the actuarial reports referred
to in the Premier's reply to question without notice 232 of 1993?

(2) What was the cost of each such report?
(3) What was the cost of services of the actuary or actuaries for the 1992-93

financial year, including any retainer?
Mr COURT replied:

The Minister for Finance has provided the following reply -

(1) Mr Dennis Barton.
(2)-(3)

This information is commercially confidential to Mr Barton. The
SOIC has no objection to Mr Barton divulging the information if
he so wishes,

MOTOR VEHICLE (THIRD PARTY INSURANCE) ACT - SECTION 3T,
ACTUARIAL REPORTS, $50 PREMIUM LEVY

Premium Increase Regimes
1288. Dr LAWRENCE to the Premier representing the Minister for Finance:

(1) What premium increase regimes were proposed in the 1993 actuarial
report(s) procured pursuant to section 37 of the Motor Vehicle (Third
Party Insurance) Act 1943?

(2) What ratio of funds employed to earned premiums did the actuary
calculate for each premium increase regime for each year to 2000?

Mr COURT replied:
The Minister for Finance has provided the following reply -

(1) Many options were canvassed in regard to premiums and levies,
ranging from scenarios in which motorists would have to pay a
very high premium or levy increasing annually for a short period to
pay for the financial failure of the former Labor Government, to
scenarios in which motorists would have to pay a slightly higher
premium or levy for a lot longer to pay for the aforesaid financial
incompetence. However, the fact that a range of options and
scenarios were modelled does not suggest they were recommended
or proposed, and as the reports in which they were detailed are not
public documents I am not in any case prepared to provide the
information sought by the Leader of the Opposition.

(2) Given that the Leader of the Opposition must accept to a large
degree the responsibility for the financial plight of the SGIC, the
Leader of the Opposition should be well aware that because of the
financial ineptitude of herself and her predecessors the SGIC dues
not have any funds employed - the financial position of the SGIC
is negative, and had it been a private sector insurer it would have
been wound up long ago.
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LAND ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF - RESIDENTIAL LAND
DEVELOPMENT

1313. Mr KOBELKE to the Minister representing the Minister for Lands:
For each financial year from 1983-84 up to and including 1992-93, what
amounts did the Department of Land Administration -

(a) expend on acquiring undeveloped land for future residential
developments;

(b) expend as development costs for subdividing residential land-,
(c) receive as gross income from the sale of developed lots in

residential suburbs;
(d) consider as net profit on the development of Jots in residential

suburbs;
(e) transfer what could be considered revenue from resident land

development to any of the following -

(i) Consolidated Revenue Fund;
(i) miust accounts;
(iii) investment in land or some other form of security?

The answer was tabled.
(See paper No 560.]

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - NATIONAL
HOUSE ENERGY RATING SCHEME, PROGRESS

1320. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Energy:
What progress has been made in respect of the development of a
nationally applicable house energy rating scheme?

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:
In early 1992 a consultant was commissioned by the national energy
management task force to develop a reliable method of calculating a house
energy rating which will be applicable nationally. In developing this
method there has been extensive consultation, both with other technical
experts and with representatives of the building industry. A meeting with
the local industry representatives was held in Perth in late July 1993. An
assessment of marketing and implementation issues has also been
commissioned by the national energy management task force and has
recently commenced.
A brochure, designed for the building industry and other interested parties,
outlining the main features of the proposed HERS, will be available from
the Energy Policy and Planning Bureau in mid-November. Both the
technical and market consultants ame due to finalise their reports in the first
half of 1994.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - NATIONAL
COMMERCIAL BUILDING ENERGY CODE, PROGRESS

132 1. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Energy:
What progress has been made in respect of the development of a
nationally applicable commercial building energy code?

Mr C.J. BARNETTI replied:
In mid-1992 technical studies were commissioned by the national energy
management task force to analyse and report on -
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energy efficiency measures which would be cost effective in
commercial buildings;
the impact on the national economy if these measures were put in
place; and
ways in which a building code could be structured.

A discussion paper based on these studies has been released and
advertised widely. Public comment has been invited. Copies of the
discussion paper are available from the Energy Policy and Planning
Bureau and comments should be submitted by 26 November 1993.
National industry representatives have been invited to be part of an
advisory panel which will meet for the first time on IS November 1993 to
discuss implementation of the commercial building energy code. It is
anticipated that code drafting will be done in 1994, followed by further
review and consultation, and the code will be ready by the end of 1995.

RENEWABLE ENERGY ADVISORY COUNCIL - PROJECTS
1322. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Energy:

What projects are currently being undertaken by the Renewable Energy
Advisory Council?

Mr CJ BARNETT replied:
Projects currently being undertaken or supported by the Renewable
Energy Advisory Council are -
Solar air heater for domestic and industrial use
Power conditioning systems for fuel cells
Efficient solar and off-peak powered freezer with eutectic storage
Piggery methane digester
Solar water pumping demonstration project
Feasibility design study for the centre for community education in
ecologically sustainable life styles in Fremantle
Development of an integrated community acceptable approach to energy
efficiency improvements in the remote Aboriginal community of
Winimanu - Balgo Hills, WA
information package on renewable energy use in WA
Energy scoping study, Rottnest Island.
Support is also being given to -

Solar energy information centre
Australia and New Zealand Solar Energy Society - ANZSES - Solar '93
conference
Government energy conservation awards 1992-93.

RENEWABLE ENERGY ADVISORY COUNCIL - "SCENARIOS FOR
ALTERNATIVE ENERGY", STATUS

1323. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Energy:
What status does the Government give to the Renewable Energy Advisory
Councl's report "Scenarios for Alternative Energy"?

Mr CJ. BARNETT replied:
The report "Scenarios for Alternative Energy" resulted from a consultancy
study commissioned by the Renewable Energy Advisory Council. The
study was designed to explore what actions would be necessary to broadly
meet, and partially meet, national greenhouse gas emission targets using
energy efficient and renewable energy technology. The consultants
concluded that an alternative energy strategy should initially focus on
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information, promotion and cost-effective incentive programs. These
would address the lack of knowledge of energy end-use and poor
awareness amongst the community of opportunities for renewable energy
and energy efficiency technologies.
An initial print of 300 copies of the report together with 500 copies of the
executive summary were published in May 1993. A reprint of 100 copies
of die full report was published in October 1993. In response to die
consultants' conclusions, the Renewable Energy Advisory Council has
commissioned the preparation of a "condensed" version of die report
"Scenarios for Alternative Energy" which will be aimed at the "informed"
public and be a document easily understood by the wider community.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - ENERGY
PLANNING, INTERNATIONAL OIL AND GAS PRICES

1324. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Energy:
What assumptions does the Government make in its energy planning in
respect of international oil and gas prices in the next decade and beyond?

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:
The Government obtains projections of international oil and gas prices
from organisations such as die Australian Bureau of Agricultural and
Resource Economics and the Australian Gas Association. In their
February 1993 "Energy Demand and Supply Projections for Australia
1992-93 to 2004-O5" ABARE project crude oil prices to increase at an
average rate of 1.8 per cent in real terms to the year 2004-05. Real gas
prices are assumed to remain constant relative to the price of competing
fuels.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - PUBLIC
SECTOR AGENCIES, ENERGY AUDITS AND ENERGY EFFICIENT EQUIPMENT

PURCHASE
1325. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Energy:

(1) How much money has been allocated in the 1993-94 Budget to enable
public sector agencies to undertake energy audits and purchase energy
efficient equipment and systems?

(2) How much money was expended on this program in 1992-93?
(3) Which public sector agencies were involved in 1992-93?
(4) What was the impact on energy use for those agencies involved in

1992-93?
(5) What arm the terms and conditions associated with public sector agencies

who become involved in the program?
Mr C.i. BARNETT replied:
(1) $400000.
(2) $191 910. Note that because of the lead time between funding approval

and payment for completed services, a number of programs approved in
one financial year cannot be funded in that financial year.

(3) Fremnantle Port Authority, Department of Employment, Vocational
Education and Training, Supertirome and Osborne Park Hospital.

(4) Figures from last financial year cannot give an accurate picture of die
effect of money expended, as the program only commenced int the middle
of the financial year. No audits were completed until May 1992 and the
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only capital expenditure was a part payment on work in progress.
However, the following consumption derails are indicative of the value of
good housekeeping arid energy awareness in these agencies. [See paper
No 561.)

(5) Energy audits approved by the funding efficient energy use committee are
provided at no cost to the agency. Capital expenditure approved by the
FEEU committee is effectively repaid at a rate equal to 80 per cent of the
predicted savings by Treasury reducing the allocated funds to that agency
by this amount.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - ENERGY
LABELLING. LEGISLATION

1326. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Energy:
(1) Has the Stare Energy Commission of Western Australia prepared

legislation to establish a system of energy labelling in Western Australia?
(2) If yes. when will the legislation be introduced to Stare Parliament?
Mr Clj. BARNETT replied:
(1) Yes, but the work is awaiting completion at Parliamentary Counsel's

Office.
(2) During the next nine months.

STATE ENERGY COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA - GAS AND
ELECTRICITY BUSINESSES SEPARATION, LEGISLATION

1327. Dr GALLOP to the Minister for Energy:
When does the Minister intend to introduce legislation to the Parliament to
separate the State Energy Commission of Western Australia's gas and
electricity businesses?

Mr C.J. BARNETT7 replied:
It is presently proposed that legislation be introduced to Parliament to
separate the Stare Energy Commission of Western Australia's gas and
electricity businesses in the autumn session of Parliament in 1994.

SCHOOLS - ASBESTOS ROOFS1 PERTH SOUTH DISTRICT
1329. Dr GALLOP to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Education:

(1) How many schools in the Perth south district have asbestos roofs?
(2) Which of these schools have had their roofs encapsulated?
Mr TUBBY replied:

The Minister for Education has provided the following reply -

(1) Fourteen.
(2) Roofs at the following schools have been encapsulated -

Belmont Senior High School - part only.
Bentley Primary School.
Como Primary School.
Kewdale Primary School.
Koonawarra Primary School.
Whiteside Preprimary School.
Whiteside Primary School.
Wilson Primary School - part only.
Kent Street Senior High School - part only.
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

SMITH, WAYDE - $570 000 LOAN, 15 COURAGEOUS PLACE UNITS
399. Mr RIPPER to the Premier:

I draw the Premier's attention to his answer given on his behalf in another
place that a $570 000 loan raised by Wayde Smith, "was not made in
relation to the units developed by the member at 15 Courageous Place",
when the member for Wanneroo conceded in the Sunday Times that the
money was, in fact, used to buy land and build units at that address.
(1) Was the Premier's response based on information contained in Mr

Smith's secret report on his financial affairs?
(2) If not, on what information was it based?

Mr COURT replied:
(1)-(2) A clarification of that answer will be given in the other place today

because the question was asked in that place. However, if the member
wishes I will read it now. The answer stares in part -

This allegation is in relation to the answer that was given in
response to Question Without Notice Number 605. Part (2) of that
question was answered, " The $570,000 loan was not made in
relation to the units developed by the member at 15 Courageous
Place."
This answer was provided with reference to the source and
application of funds which noted the 15 Courageous Place
development as sourced by a $65,000 bank loan and a $200,000
without interest loan from Dr Wayne Bradshaw to the member for
Wanneroo.
The $570,000 loan as provided by Custom Credit appears to have
been related to development of six units at three separate locations,
one of which was 15 Courageous Place. Therefore, though the
ultimate source of funds for the 15 Courageous Place units was nor
the $570,000 from Custom Credit, at some period in time, a
portion of the $570,000 could be said to be "in relation to" the 15
Courageous Place units.
The fine details of these tansactions are in the process of being
verified by Mr Stephen Mann, Managing Partner of Bentleys.

Members opposite seem to be pretty keen to get all the private -
Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: Hang on! We are in the process -

Mr Marlborough interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order!
Mr COURT: Members opposite are getting private information about a

member's property dealings.
Dr Lawrence interjected.
Mr COURT: That member has provided information that is currently being

verified by an independent accountant. In hindsight, it is proper that the
question should not have been answered until the Government received
verified accounts. We are now getting down to the very personal details
of a member's private finances. Perhaps the Leader of the Opposition
should tell the House -
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Dr Lawrence: Don't mislead the House. If you are not certain of an answer, as
you mostly are not -

Mr COURT: I am giving the Leader of the Opposition all the answers.
Dr Lawrence: Would you have corrected it if there hadn't been a story in the

Sunday Times?
Mr COURT: First of all, I will state what it is all about. Would the Leader of the

Opposition be prepared to give details of all her personal financial
dealings?

Dr Lawrence: I am not under scrutiny in the way that you are.
Mr COURT: The Leader of the Opposition is under scrutiny.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! It is not possible to hear the answer that is being given if

we have a whole series of interjections. It is possible to deal with one
person if the person answering the question is prepared to do so. That is
not the situation that is now applying. I urge members to allow the
Premier to answer the question.

Mr COURT: Mr Speaker -

Dr Lawrence: We are talking here about corruption and blackmail.
The SPEAKER: Order! I am tempted to formally call the Leader of the

Opposition to order. I will not do so, but I ask her to cooperate.
Mr COURT: It is interesting. The Leader of the Opposition said that she was not

under scrutiny, it is the member for Wanneroo who is under scruitiny. In
my I11 years in Parliament, I have never known a member to have his
personal details scrutinised so closely. Who makes the decision as to who
scrutinises whom? The Leader of the Opposition is not prepared to give
us a list of all her property dealings or her financial dealings.

Dr Lawrence interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order! I give the Leader of the Opposition notice that, if she

continues to interject. I will formally have to call her to order and cake
action against her. Obviously, some interjection is tolerable; to the extent
that it is occurring now, it is intolerable.

Point of Order

Mr RIPPER: Mr Speaker, would you consider making some comments about the
provocative way in which the Premier is answering the question?

The SPEAKER: Order! Over the last few months that particular point of view
has been put several. times. Each time I have rejected it. It may be that
people answer questions in a way that the member does not like them to
be answered, but that does not give the member the opportunity to
interject at the level that it is occurring, If it continues in this manner, I
will have to take action. If one person were to interject briefly, that may
be acceptable, but not at great length. At present, the interjections are far
too long.

Questions without notice Resumed
h& COURT: The question is about the personal finances of a member of this

Parliament. The Leader of the Opposition did not allow an independent
person to come in and verify her personal finances when she had $5 000
for two and a half years.

Several members interjected.

6552



[Tuesday, 9 November 1993] 65

The SPEAKER: Order! I formally call to order the member for Fremantle,
When I am on my feet it is not appropriate to interject at all. The member
should understand that the level of noise is totally inappropriate.

Mr COURT: If the Leader of the Opposition wants to talk about personal
finances, we will ask a few questions about her personal finances. She is
the person who was going to lift the standards in this Parliament. The
question that was asked is being clarified today in the Legislative Council.

DOG ACT - AMENDMENTS
400. Mr PRINCE to the Minister for Local Government:

I have given the Minister some notice of the question. I refer him to
publicity in the Sunday Times of 31 October concerning dogs and, in
particular, the savage attack upon a two year old child which occurred on
business premises in my electorate. Will he as a matter of urgency seek
advice on amending the Dog Act to require that all dogs that are kept at or
come onto business premises shall be restrained at all times?

Mr OMODEI replied:
I thank the member for the notice of the question. I am advised that
section 51 of the Dog Act 1976 provides by-law making powers for
councils in relation to a number of matters, including specifying places
where dogs are prohibited absolutely and also requiring that in specified
areas a portion of the premises on which a dog is kept must be fenced in a
manner capable of confining the dog. The Department of Local
Government has advised me that a number of councils have by-laws
addressing these issues, but neither the Town of Albany nor the Shire of
Albany has such by-laws. I will be making a public statement very shortly
alerting councils across the State to the requirements and of their ability to
make by-laws to control dogs, and at the same time in relation to the wider
issues of dangerous dogs, particularly specific breeds of dogs, I have
indicated that some amendments to the Dog Act will be considered early
next year.

SMITH, WAYDE - LIBERAL PARTY PRE-SELECTION, CONCERNS
401. Dr LAWRENCE to the Premier

At the risk of drawing some even more scurrilous comment from the
Premier, I ask him -

Withdrawal ofRemark

The SPEAKER: Order! I ask you to withdraw the word scurrilous.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: I call on the Leader of the Opposition to withdraw.
Dr LAWRENCE: I withdraw. I find it extraordinary that "scurrilous" should be a

matter for withdrawal.
The SPEAKER: Itris not your place to comment, and it is not parliamentary.

Questions without notice Resumed
Dr LAWRENCE: I remind the Premier of his undertaking last week to refresh his

memory about a pre-election meeting with northern suburbs Liberals who
expressed alarm at the possible election of the member for Wanneroo.
(1) Following the preselection of the member for Wannerco, did the

Premier receive representations from people within the Liberal
Party who were alarmed at the member's probable election?

(2) Did these representations cover concerns about the member for
Wanneroo's connections with Dr Wayne Bradshaw?
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(3) Did these representations cover branch stacking in the northern
suburbs by the member for Wanneroo and his cohorts?

(4) Did the Premier ignore these representations because he was
concerned more about the allegations becoming public chan about
their serious nature?

Mr COURT replied:
(l)-(4) If the member had put that question on notice, I would have gone back

and found out from my diary. The member has never answered a question
saying what meetings she had with people when those questions have been
asked.

Dr Lawrence: Answer the question. You have not answered one for weeks.
Mr COURT: If we had asked questions about her private meetings, she would

never have given us an answer. It is an inappropriate question.
Dr Lawrence: Answer the question. You are the one who said you would answer

it, Premier.
Mr COURT: If the member had put this on notice, I said to her that I would go

back and see if I met those people she said I met. In my I I years here the
members opposite have never answered questions in relation to private
meetings held with different people. They really are at the bottom of the
barrel when they start asking these sorts of questions. If they want to talk
about preselection or endorsement in their party, perhaps they bad better
tell us how their Leader of the House got his endorsement.

Several members interjected.
Mr COURT: There is the member for Arm adale, for example. We could go right

around and write a pretty interesting book about the democratic
preselection processes inside the Labor Party.

Dr Lawrence: There is no question about the Leader of the House, but there is
about the member for Wanneino.

PESTICIDES AND HERBICIDES - USE IN WESTERN AUSTRALIA INQUIRY
402. Dr HAMES to the inister for the Environment:

Given the pollution of bore water in Dianella earlier this year, the more
recent pollution of the bores in the Owelup mound, and the recent
television program suggesting chemical substances banned in America
were still in use in Western Australia, will the Minister initiate an
investigation to report on the use of pesticides and herbicides in Western
Australia?

Mr MINSON replied:
In 1987, the Environmental Protection Authority commissioned a very
comprehensive report entitled "Monitoring Pesticides: A Review" by Mr
Rutherford. That was released in 1989 in Environmental Protection
Authority Bulletin No 407. It sought widespread public input and
comment. That was compiled and brought up to date and in 1991 the EPA
reported fully on the matter in Bulletin No 499. In that EPA Bulletin there
were 11 specific recommendations that related to environmental
monitoring programs, reporting of results, the storage and disposal of
pesticides and containers and membership of the pesticides advisory
committee of the Health Department. In view of the fact that many
Government departments are still implementing many of the changes
recommended by the Environmental Protection Authority, a further
detailed examination and investigation at this time is not waranted.
However, if the information is shown to be out of date, I will have no
hesitation in causing that investigation to be undertaken.
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SMITH, WAYDE - FINANCES REPORT, REFERRED TO COMMISSIONER OF
POLICE

403. Mr RIPPER to the Premier:
I remind the Premier of his promise to clear up the affairs relating to the
member for Wanneroo in an open and accountable way and ask -

(1) Has the Premier referred the report on the finances of the member
for Wanneroo, to the Commissioner of Police?

(2) If not, why not?
(3) When will the Premier deliver an original, unsanitised version of

the report to the commissioner?
Mr COURT replied:

1 could be corrected, but I understand that I said that the report would be
verified by an independent person. Mr Stephen Mann, and that verified
report would go to the Commissioner of Police. The Commissioner of
Police would have access to that report.

Mr Ripper: When?
Mr COURT: The member will have to wait for him to finish his Work and then it

will be passed on. As I have said on previous occasions, I am beginning
to wonder why members on the other side did not go through the same
process when they were found by a royal commission to have acted
improperly.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY - WESTRALIA SQUARE,
COST

404. Mr BLAIKIB to the Premier:
Following last week's revelations of the waste of taxpayers' funds over
the Bunbury Towers deal, what was the cost of moving the Environmental
Protection Authority into Westralia Square?

Mr COURT replied:
The EPA moved from 1 Mount Street where its annual rental was $185 sq
mn to Westralia Square where the annual rental is $420 sq mn. The total
cost of EPA accommodation prior to Westraia Square was $402 985. It
has now increased to $1 546 470. This increase assisted the former
Government in covering up one of its disastrous WA Inc deals. It also
highlights its incompetence as manager of the Public Service. In addition
to the lease deals, the cost of fit-outs was estimated at $576 sq m or over
$2m.

KOOLYANOBBING IRON ORE PROJECT - EXPORTS, ESPERANCE PORT
405. Mr AINSWORTH to the Minister for Resources Development:

(1) What is the current status of the Koolyanobbing iron ore project and the
timing of the first exports out of Esperance?

(2) Will the Minister outline the process of major Government decisions made
to date?

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:
(1)-(2) I imagine the Koolyanobbing iron ore project and the export out of

Esperance has been a very difficult issue for the member. I am able to
report that all necessary Government approvals for the project are now in
place. Although I am the Minister for Resources Development, in this
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case, the actual approval of the mining side of the operation has been the
easy part. The difficulty has revolved around the export of iron ore out of
Esperance and the handling of the iron ore.
The member for Roe will be aware that in Esperance a large number of
public meetings have been held and great concern has been expressed that
the handling of iron ore would spoil the beaches and the townsite. The
Minister for the Environment has laid down very strict conditions, which
have been accepted by the Port of Esperance. I take this opportunity to
thank the Minister for the Environment and the Minister for Transport
who, with me, spent time in Esperance in seeing this process through.
Anshan Steel in China has signed an agreement with Portland Mining.
The mine is being developed and it is expected that the minesite will be
fully developed by April or May next year and that the first exports of iron
ore will occur in July or August next year.
I advise the House that the very strict conditions include the storage of
iron ore in a shed and tight controls over the loading procedure and
monitoring. It has been a long but very correct process, and all the way
through the Minister for the Environment has followed due process as has
the Minister for Transport. Having developed this project to the stage
where all approvals have been granted, it is certainly incumbent upon the
company and the port authority to make sure that they live up to the letter
of those conditions and demonstrate to the people of Esperance and
elsewhere that development can occur while still maintaining high
environmental standards in Esperance.

POLICE COMMISSIONER - MEMBER'S INSULTING REMARKS
406. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Police:

I refer to a claim by a member of another place that the Commissioner of
Police is arrogant and should resign because he has refused to be
pressured by the Government to leave his post, and ask -

(1) Does the Minister agree with that member's remarks?
(2) If not, when will the Minister apologise to the commissioner for

the member's insulting and denigrating remarks?
(3) Has the Minister complained to the Premier about the behaviour of

the members of the Government backbench?
The SPEAKER: Order! I am not sure about the suitability of that question.

While I examine it I call on the member for Murray.

WORKERS' COMPENSATION LEGISLATION - TELEVISION CAMPAIGN
407. Mr MARSHALL to the Minister for Labour Relations:

(I) Why is there a need for a television campaign on the new workers'
compensation legislation?

(2) How much has the campaign cost to daze?

Mr KIERATH replied:
(1 )-(2) Members will be aware that the Government has approved the allocation

of $500 000 each for television campaigns for the industrial relations
legislation and the workers' compensation legislation. I inform the House
that these campaigns are in line with campaigns undertaken by the
previous Labor Government. The only difference is that this time this
Government is being more careful.
I caution the Opposition and its union colleagues that if they continue to
spread misinformation they will be guilty of wasting taxpayers' money
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because their actions will require further information campaigns to get the
truth to the people. When one looks at people like the members for
Tharnlie, Peel, Pilbara and their colleagues in another place one would
have the impression that they are intelligent people and that they would
tell the truth instead of spreading misinformation. All that is doing is
frightening people, who think they have lost something when they have
not.
Only the other day the Leader of the Opposition was on the Howard
Sattler radio program saying that she believed the Government had an
obligation to get information out to the wider community on the workers'
compensation legislation. She is a late convert on the information
process.
In the case of the workers' compensation legislation there will be 92
television advertisements at a cost of 7 000. To put members opposite
in the picture, that is not taxpayers' money. At least the spokesman for
the Trades and Labor Council got it right: He acknowledged that it was
employer and insurance money, not taxpayers' money. I remind members
opposite, including the member for Thornie, who has been one of the
most zealous critics of the Government's information campaign, that when
the member for Thornlie was the Minister for Productivity and Labour
Relations in 1991-92 she sought and was pranted an allocation of
$496 000 for a public information campaign. That was only $4 000 less
than the $500 000 which has been allocated on this occasion. The
member for Thornlie was also quoted as saying in the public arena that if a
Government's legislation is good enough, it does not need to spend money
advertising it. By her standards, as a Minister, she spent $500 000 on that
legislation but now complains about this Government's expenditure. That
illustrates the double standards of members opposite, and they should be
ashamed of themselves. The member for Thornlie, having spent that
$500 000 advertising her Government's legislation, can only grizzle and
criticise this Government which is trying to address the misinformation
and fear peddled by the Opposition.

The SPEAKER: Order! I want to comment on the earlier question asked by the
member for Balcatta. It is not possible for me to determine from the
question whether the claim by a member in another place was made in the
House. If it was part of the debate in question time in another place, the
member for Balcatta cannot raise it in this House. However, if the
member in another place made the comment in the community, the
question can be asked. I pass the question back to the member for
Balcatta and ask him to make the circumstances clear.

JUSTICE, MINISTRY OF - APPOINTMENTS, POLITICAL INTERFERENCE
INQUIRY

408. Mr D.L. SMITH to the Attorney General:
I refer to the Attorney General's unsatisfactory answers to my questions
on her interference in appointments in the Ministry of Justice and ask -
(1) Has she investigated whether a senior officer of the Ministry of

Justice complained to the Director General about alleged political
interference in appointments?

(2) If not, why not?
Mrs EDWARDES replied:
(1)-(2)

I refer the member to the answer!I have already given in this place on that
matter.
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POLICE COMMISSIONER - MEMBER'S INSULTING REMARKS
409. Mr CATANIA to the Minister for Police:

I refer co the claim by a member of another place, reported in The West
Australian newspaper last Friday, that the Commissioner of Police is
arrogant and should resign because he has refused to be pressured by the
Government to leave his post, and ask -
(1) Does the Minister agree with the member's remarks?
(2) If not, when will the Minister apologise to the Commissioner of

Police for the member's insulting and denigrating remarks?
(3) Has the Minister complained to the Premier about the behaviour of

members of the Government backbench?
Mr WIESE replied:
(1) No.
(2) I do not believe it is my place to respond to the Commissioner of Police,

but is more appropriately the place of the member who made the original
remarks.

(3) It is my understanding that the Premier has already indicated the remarks
were inappropriate, and has taken action along those lines.

HOSPITALS - ST JOHN OF GOD, MURDOCH-
24-hour Emergency Section

410. Mr BOARD to the Minister representing the Minister for Health:
(1) The St John of God Hospital in Murdoch is due to open in March 1994. Is

the Minister aware that it will operate a 24-hour accident and emergency
casualty section?

(2) What will happen to non-private patients who wish to utilise that facility?
Mr MINSON replied:
(1)-(2) I thank the member for some notice of the question which enabled me to

discuss this question with the Minister for Health. He is presently
discussing the matter with St John of God Hospital and will report further
on the matter in the near future. I am aware, as is the Minister, that the
hospital is located strategically, that it is a private hospital and that it will
have a 24-hour emergency section. This matter, therefore, needs to be
addressed because many members of the public will want access to that
facility.

BRADSHAW, DR WAYNE - MALPRACTICE ALLEGATIONS, NEW ZEALAND
411. Mr RIPPER to the Attorney General:

I refer to the Attorney General's admission that she met with fugitive
Dr Wayne Bradshaw in New Zealand in August 199 1. Was the Attorney
General aware of the many allegations of malpractice and corruption
against Dr Bradshaw at that time?

Mrs EDWARDES replied:
I remind members opposite that the former Minister established the
inquiry into the City of Wannerc on 10 January 1992.
KYLE, PETER - INQUIRY INTO CITY OF WANNEROO

412. Mr MARLBOROUGH to the Minister for Local Government:
(1) Is the Minister aware of claims made by the first law officer of this State,

the Attorney General, that Mr Peter Kyle conducted his inquiry into
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theCity of Wanneroo in such a way as to deny natural justice to certain
persons the subject of adverse findings in his report?

(2) Is the inister prepared to defend Mr Kyle from these attacks, given that
he has appointed Mr Kyle to conduct other inquiries under provisions of
the Local Government Act?

Mr OMODEI replied:
(2) Mr Kyle is currently conducting an inquiry on my behalf into the Shire of

Boddington.
(1) The matters referred to in the Kyle report are now public knowledge; and,

bearing in mind that that report was called for by the previous inister for
Local Government, the member for Mtchell, the report has been a public
document since December 1992, or since two months prior to the election.
During the investigation, a number of issues were referred to the police
and were investigated by the police. Since then, the report has been
available for all and sundry to read and also for the police to investigate
further, should they deem it necessary.


