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Division 48: Western Australian Planning Commission, $94 984 000 — 

Mr M.W. Sutherland, Chairman. 

Mr J.H.D. Day, Minister for Planning. 

Mr T.M. Hillyard, Property Services Manager. 

Mr K.H. Wilson, Chief Finance Officer. 

Mr E.W. Lumsden, Director General, Department of Planning. 

Mr G. Finn, Director, Perth Waterfront, Department of Planning. 

Mr S.M. Henriques, Director, Operations, Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority. 

The CHAIRMAN: The first question will be from the member for Willagee.  

Mr P.C. TINLEY: I refer the minister to ―New Works‖ on page 565. Can the minister advise the committee of 

the reason for the significant reduction in funding for the acquisition of land in 2012–13, 2013–14 and the 

out years? In 2012–13 there has been a net reduction of $25.8 million; in 2013–14, nearly $40 million; and 

2014–15 a reduction of $40.6 million, by my calculations. Can the minister enlighten us on what is behind that?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: A decision was taken as part of the preparation of the budget to ensure a cap on the amount of 

expenditure by the WA Planning Commission on acquiring lands. That is part of the overall construction of the 

budget. Obviously, it has an effect on the overall levels of state debt. However, if land is required to be 

purchased, it will be a matter of dealing with issues on a case-by-case basis. It is reasonable to assume that the 

commission has the ability to acquire land, when it is necessary to do so, on a case-by-case basis and as assessed 

by the government at the time.  

Mr P.C. TINLEY: The minister still has not explained why over the forward estimates more than $100 million 

has been cut out of land acquisition. What is not going to be acquired? I couch that in another way. The next 

item under ―New Works‖ is ―Perth’s Bushplan‖. Why is there no allocation for purchasing Bush Forever land 

past this financial year? What is missing? What will we not get?  

[9.00 pm] 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: An amount of $100 million was allocated to Bush Forever land, going back to the previous 

coalition government. Almost all of that has been expended; that was $10 million a year for 10 years. Most of 

that program has now been completed. Any additional Bush Forever purchases that need to be completed will 

occur on a case-by-case basis and with funding being provided by the Planning Commission. All of this, of 

course, is funded—in relation to the metropolitan area at least, which is where the bulk of land is acquired—out 

of the metropolitan region improvement tax. Therefore, if there is not an expenditure in a particular year but 

more of the tax is collected than is expended, which is expected to be the case over the next three years or so, as 

the member pointed out, an additional amount will accrue in the metropolitan region improvement fund and be 

available for land acquisition at a later time. 

Mr P.C. TINLEY: As Bush Forever is bundled in with other acquisitions, which, as the minister stated, have 

already been reduced significantly in the forward funding, does the minister not think that that will hamper the 

WAPC’s ability to properly invest and acquire land on a structured basis? The minister is talking about a case-

by-case discussion. It does not sound like it is part of a strategy. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: In an ideal world, where we have to give either little or no consideration to expenditure across 

government and what is available, obviously we would not reduce the amount that is allocated notionally in the 

forward estimates—bear in mind that the forward estimates are exactly that; they are estimates that can changed 

in the future—and we would allocate more. But obviously we have to take into account all the financial 

considerations across government and make decisions appropriately. 

Mr P.T. MILES: As the minister will be aware, a couple of budgets ago I asked a similar question about the 

Bush Forever program. Obviously, we tabled that in the house last year, and we finalised the actual sites 

throughout the metropolitan area. However, I understand that there were still some sites that had not been 

purchased. I have one in my electorate, which I will not name. The chairman at the time, Mr Prattley, said he 

was negotiating on those purchases. Can the minister give us some information on the status of those 

negotiations? Are they near completion, or are they still at a stage at which the minister is duelling in the park? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Without knowing the details, obviously it is impossible to comment on specific negotiations. It 

probably would not be appropriate to do so in any case. I will just ask Mr Hillyard to provide some information 

on the overall processes and the Bush Forever program and how close we are to completing the acquisition 

program.  
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Mr T.M. Hillyard: It is a bit hard to give an exact figure, but I estimate that the Bush Forever program has 

probably been implemented in excess of 90 per cent already. Over 100 properties have been purchased. About 

$94 million of the original budget allocation has been expended. With the finalisation of the Bush Forever 

metropolitan region scheme amendment, the minister set a priority for the commission to attempt to resolve a 

number of the outstanding land acquisitions. That has been an ongoing program over the last 12 to 18 months. A 

number of those purchases are close to finalisation. As a result of the MRS amendment being finalised, a number 

of landowners took the opportunity to exercise their rights to claim compensation formally. Those particular 

matters are actually with SAT and other forums at the moment for resolution. The program is well advanced and 

can be managed beyond the end of this financial year as part of the normal acquisition program. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I will also make the comment that there have been some projects in recent years that have 

required larger amounts of funding, which we do not expect to occur again in the near future at least. I am 

thinking in particular of the Perth–Mandurah rail project, the Forrest Highway project and the southern extension 

of the freeway, for which a substantial amount of land had to be acquired. Bush Forever itself has now been 

pretty well completed, as I mentioned. The reduction needs to be considered in that context. As well as acquiring 

land, the Planning Commission actually sells land, which provides revenue for the acquisition of new land. The 

reason it sells land is that when particular lots have been acquired but not all of that lot is needed for a particular 

project, the appropriate amount is subdivided and the surplus land put back into the market, so that provides a 

revenue source for further land acquisition. 

Mr P.T. MILES: Minister, this has been going on for many years for the landowner in my area. It has been 

going on a lot longer than we have been in office. I think that sterilising somebody’s land—it is a very large 

portion of land, and they cannot do anything with it—is just plain wrong. Really, we should step up and make 

some sort of acquisition of that land. The community wants the land to be saved. 

[Mr J.M. Francis took the chair.] 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I am not sure of the specifics that the member is referring to, but if it is land that is fully 

reserved under the metropolitan region scheme — 

Mr P.T. MILES: It has been gazetted, yes. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Then they are entitled to compensation, but sometimes the amount that is being asked for is 

not considered by the state to be realistic. Obviously, we have to protect the public interest. People should be 

given fair compensation according to the appropriate evaluation of the land. They normally get something extra 

over and above the basic valuation, as I understand it. But people’s expectations sometimes do not match what is 

a realistic amount to be paid by the government on behalf of the public. I do not know the specifics of the one 

the member is referring to. Whether my comments apply to that or not, I do not know, but I know that the 

scenario that I have explained occurs in a number of cases. People complain that the whole process has taken far 

too long and ask why the government does not just finalise it. The government does have responsibility to 

protect the public interest, as I said, to ensure that people are fairly compensated, but on the basis of an 

appropriate evaluation. I will ask Mr Hillyard to add a bit more to that about the process, people’s expectations 

and how they are resolved ultimately. 

Mr T.M. Hillyard: I think the particular circumstance that has come before the member is a slightly different 

circumstance; it involves a much larger Bush Forever area within a negotiated planning solution area, as it was 

termed. If property is preserved in the scheme and it cannot be developed, the landowner has a statutory right to 

claim compensation if their rights are infringed by the commission not approving that development et cetera. A 

formal process is gone through, but in the end if settlement cannot be resolved between the commission and the 

landowner, there is the opportunity to take that matter to the State Administrative Tribunal. The arguments can 

be articulated and SAT will resolve it. 

As the minister has pointed out, there is often a difference of opinion about what the potential of the land might 

be. On all land that is reserved, the reservation is required to be disregarded, but the fundamental elements of the 

land do not change just by lifting the reservation. That is where it is often a matter of dispute between the 

landowner and the public authority. 

Mr F.A. ALBAN: The first dot point on page 561 under ―Significant Issues Impacting the Agency‖ notes that 

there has been a marked increase in the number of statutory schemes and scheme amendments. I am interested to 

hear how some of these scheme amendments might benefit areas outside the metropolitan area.  

[9.10 pm] 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I have considered approximately 1 500 planning scheme amendments in the time we have 

been in government. Some of those are high profile; others are much less publicised. In some cases, nevertheless, 

they hold a lot of significance and in other cases, much less significance. What happens outside the metropolitan 

area is important, clearly, and a lot of the planning scheme amendments affect regional parts of Western 
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Australia. One recent one that was tabled in Parliament, for example, is in the greater Bunbury region scheme 

area and affects the town of Harvey. The intention is to provide approximately 53 hectares of additional urban 

land in three areas around the Harvey urban area. It is currently zoned urban deferred and ultimately will be 

rezoned to urban. That is intended to provide about 415 lots for approximately 1 000 people, which will provide 

for the next 15 years or so. That is one example of how the statutory planning process is important in regional 

areas as much as it is in the Perth metropolitan area.  

The appropriation was recommended. 

 


