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CITY OF PERTH BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR D.J. KELLY (Bassendean) [2.46 pm]: I began my comments on the City of Perth Bill 2015 before 
question time, and, as I said earlier, this is all that remains of the government’s shambolic forced amalgamation 
process. When this process was announced, we heard speeches from the Premier in this place, talking about how 
unviable many local governments around Western Australia were. He talked about some local governments 
having fewer residents than some small suburbs; I think that was the analogy he drew. He talked about halving 
the number of local authorities in the metropolitan area and how he was going to remedy the problem with his 
local government reform plan. Unfortunately, many would say that the process has come to almost nothing. All 
those hours and all that money spent by local authorities across Western Australia have come to almost nothing. 
The hours and hours of time that mayors, councillors and staff all put in to deal with the state government’s 
process have been virtually wasted. All we have to show for this policy is one bill—the City of Perth Bill 2015. 
The government got it wrong when it said one thing before the election and then did something completely 
different once it was elected. The Premier told the people of Western Australia that he would not embark upon 
forced amalgamations. That gave some comfort to the people who supported some level of change in the 
structure of local government in Western Australia that the Premier would not just start drawing on maps and 
forcing councils to amalgamate. The Premier said that before the election, but what happened after the election? 
The Premier embarked upon a process that for all intents and purposes would force amalgamations. Quite 
understandably, the response from the general public was one of immense hostility. Any goodwill that existed in 
the community for local government reform evaporated because of the duplicity of the Liberal Party through the 
Premier saying one thing before the election and doing something completely different after the election. The 
Premier, having said before the election that he would rule out forced amalgamations, then embarked on that 
process after the election, leaving the Minister for Local Government swinging in the breeze. The Premier left it 
to the minister to deliver a policy that was completely untenable because any goodwill that had existed before 
the election had completely evaporated after the election. We could say that he left the local government minister 
swinging in the breeze and that we should feel sorry for him but, quite frankly, I do not. He is a member of 
cabinet. He accepts his salary and the benefits that come with the job so he has to take responsibility for his part 
in the process. He could have stood up to the Premier in cabinet and said, “This process is not consistent with 
what you said before the election. You need to honour your election promises.” But like so many other cabinet 
ministers, he just turned to water and adopted what the Premier wanted. I do not feel sorry for the local 
government minister at all. 
As I said, the policy that has given birth to the City of Perth Bill 2015 is nothing more than the forced 
amalgamation process. It has caused a lot of grief and angst in the areas of local government that I represent. 
When the City of Swan and the Town of Bassendean could see the writing on the wall that this government was 
intent on pursuing amalgamations, they looked at their options. The Town of Bassendean talked to local 
residents. Although the council was pretty confident that most residents of the Town of Bassendean would have 
preferred the town to stay as a stand-alone entity, it could read the tea leaves. The council talked to residents and 
its judgment was that most people in the town believed that if there was to be an amalgamation, they would 
support an amalgamation with the City of Swan. The mayors of the City of Swan and the Town of Bassendean 
worked together, as did their councillors and staff, on putting together a proposal that would have been a friendly 
amalgamation between the City of Swan and the Town of Bassendean. They worked out what the costs, potential 
benefits and challenges would be. They did all that work and then what happened? Under this process they were 
told that the City of Swan would have to amalgamate with, I think, the Shire of Mundaring, and that the 
Town of Bassendean would have to amalgamate with the City of Bayswater. Although two local authorities had 
worked cooperatively on a friendly amalgamation after consultation with their residents, this government’s 
process simply said, “We don’t care. The Minister for Local Government doesn’t care. The Premier doesn’t care. 
We don’t care about any of the work you have done. We are going to rip it up.” The Minister for 
Local Government is shaking his head! 
Mr A.J. Simpson: That is the process of the Local Government Advisory Board. I get the report and I can only 
accept it or reject it. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: Yes, that is right. The minister set up the process, he got the report and he accepted it. He said 
it himself: he could have accepted it or rejected it. The minister accepted it, so he has to take responsibility for 
the fact that the City of Swan and the Town of Bassendean spent hundreds of thousands of dollars working on a 
friendly amalgamation and then the government ripped it up. The minister accepted the Local Government 
Advisory Board’s report that supported a forced amalgamation between the Town of Bassendean and the 
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City of Bayswater, and that the City of Swan could amalgamate elsewhere; I think it was with the Shire of 
Mundaring. That is the process and the outcome. If the minister does not understand that, I am glad that I said 
earlier that I do not really feel sorry for him because a lot of pain was felt by those local authorities. The Town of 
Bassendean then had to come up with an arrangement whereby it could enter into an amalgamation with the 
City of Bayswater, which was never going to work. 

Point of Order 
Mr A.J. SIMPSON: The City of Perth Bill 2015 is before the house. We are now going on about the reform 
process. Where in the bill does it mention the Town of Bassendean or the City of Swan? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Further to that point of order, the Minister for Local Government should well know that 
second reading debates allow for a very general debate and I believe that the member for Bassendean is making 
a connection to the bill before the house. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr N.W. Morton): Thank you, members, for those points of order. The second 
reading debate does allow for some scope, but I encourage the member to be relevant to the bill before the house. 

Debate Resumed 
D.J. KELLY: As I was saying, this bill is the only product of the state government’s local government 
amalgamation process. That process has produced this bill, which is in some regards flawed, and it has also 
caused an immense amount of anguish amongst other local authorities, including the Town of Bassendean and 
the City of Bayswater. If the government had a better process, this bill would be better and it would potentially 
be broader. We could have potentially had before the house amalgamations between a range of authorities. 
However, the government’s process was so bad that all it has to show for it is this bill. The mayor of Bayswater 
was a very ardent supporter of this government’s process. He spent thousands of dollars of ratepayers’ money on 
advertisements in the local paper extolling the virtues of the amalgamation with the Town of Bassendean, and 
I have to say that it was done without a lot of consultation with the residents of Bayswater. He was one of the big 
defenders of this process. The fact that he was also a Liberal candidate at the last election may just be 
a coincidence, but even he ended up with egg on his face when the government pulled the rug out from under the 
local government reform process and shrunk that process down to this bill. The government wasted the 
resources, time and effort put into a friendly amalgamation between the City of Swan and the 
Town of Bassendean and it wasted the money of residents of the City of Bayswater. It embarrassed the mayor, 
who had bent over backwards to try to paint a positive gloss on this local government reform process. Even he 
was left embarrassed because, at the end of the day, the Premier pulled the plug on it completely. 

One of the key causes of the angst in the community about the minister’s process was the Premier’s broken 
promise made before the election, and then what he did after the election. The other closely related component to 
that is that under the amalgamations — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Were there any forced amalgamations? 
Mr D.J. KELLY: No, because it was a disaster. That is exactly right. The Premier says that he did not break his 
promise because there were no forced amalgamations. There were no forced amalgamations because the whole 
process was a disaster. What an interjection from the Premier! 
Mr C.J. Barnett: It went to a vote and people voted against it and that was the end of it. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: The Premier did not break a promise, because there were no forced amalgamations. He 
proposed a forced amalgamation between Bassendean and Bayswater. Did that not proceed because there was 
a vote? No, there was never going to be a vote. That was the point I was going to make. The Premier was going 
to force that amalgamation without a vote, but the only reason that amalgamation did not take place is that the 
Premier finally realised there was so much opposition to this process that he pulled the pin on it. If those councils 
that had a vote had voted in favour of the amalgamations, the Premier would have then gone ahead and forced 
the amalgamations of those other councils. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: Sometimes the Premier seems to be living on a different planet. He says one thing, and then 
when it comes back to bite him on the backside, he tries to pretend that he never said it. No wonder people do 
not trust the Premier anymore. No wonder he is back to being the most unpopular leader in Australia. It is one of 
the worst outcomes for the Premier from the federal leadership change. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I know that the Premier has a great interest in this bill, but it is probably best that he just 
keeps quiet and does not interject, because I will take the interjections. 
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As I said, one of the things that really riled the public about the government’s proposal was that councils were 
going to be forced to amalgamate without a vote. 
The opposition supports the bill before the house with some conditions. We support the notion that the capital 
city is somewhat different from other local authorities within Western Australia, so we are not opposed to the 
concept of having a City of Perth act. We consider some of the inclusions in this bill to be worthwhile. However, 
we are concerned about clause 37, “Schedule 2.1 clause 5 amended”. It reads — 

After Schedule 2.1 clause 5(2) insert: 
(3) In carrying out a formal inquiry into a proposal that directly affects the district of Perth, the 

Advisory Board is also to have regard to the special significance of the role and responsibilities 
of the City of Perth that flow from Perth being the capital of Western Australia. 

The first problem with that is, what does it actually mean? It looks a bit like a verbal version of the 
Minister for Mines and Petroleum’s tie that we saw earlier in question time. It is as though somebody verbally 
threw up their lunch onto the notice paper. What does it actually mean? What did the Minister for Mines and 
Petroleum’s tie mean? That is a good question. Legislation can at times be complicated, but that does not mean it 
needs to be incomprehensible. I have read that provision a couple of times, and I cannot figure out what it means 
at all. If we ever get into litigation about what clause 37 of the bill means, any lawyer worth anything would 
have an absolute field day. “Have regard to” is a great phrase to use in legislation. What on earth does it mean, 
when coupled with a phrase like “the special significance of”? What does that mean? We put them together: 
“have regard to the special significance of”. What does that mean? Maybe somebody can help me here. Are the 
roles and responsibilities of the City of Perth defined in this bill? Are they, minister? 

Mr A.J. Simpson: In some ways, the roles and responsibilities of the mayor are defined, yes. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: But this clause does not refer to the mayor; it refers to the city. Someone interpreting this 
legislation might ask what are the roles and responsibilities of the City of Perth. They would look in the bill, and 
find that they are not there. Someone will then have to sit down and work out what the role of the City of Perth 
is. That is pretty general. What are the roles and responsibilities of the City of Perth? How are the roles different 
from the responsibilities of the City of Perth? Once someone, somewhere has figured that out, and the advisory 
board has written for itself what the roles and responsibilities of the city of Perth are, it does not have to have 
regard to all the roles of the City of Perth, only those roles and responsibilities that flow from Perth being the 
capital of Western Australia. It was important for clarity to put in the bill that Perth is the capital of 
Western Australia, because there may have been people who were not aware of that. 
Mr D.T. Redman: Given that it is not Denmark. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: Given that it is not Denmark. Are we talking about Denmark in the south west, or that lovely 
country in northern Europe? 
Mr D.T. Redman: Denmark in the south west. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I had ancestors who came from Denmark, and it took me a long while to figure out whether 
they came from Denmark in the south west or Denmark in the north of Europe! 
Mr D.T. Redman: What language were they speaking? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: At the time I found out about them, they were long since dead, so I do not know what 
language they spoke. I am distracted by the Leader of the National Party. I will be interested to hear what his 
view of this bill is as well. 

One of the problems I have with this clause is that it is so vague and open to interpretation that I suspect it will 
be a living nightmare for people who genuinely want to make use of this legislation. It will be a living nightmare 
for people who have a legitimate interest in it, and potentially it is a career for people in the legal profession who 
will be asked to represent people who might have an argument about what it means. 

Clause 37 is incredibly vague and almost incomprehensible in the way it is drafted. That is one of our 
reservations about this clause. We know that the government wanted to include in the greater City of Perth some 
other assets, such as Burswood peninsula and Crown Perth casino. We know that at one point the Premier 
certainly had his eyes on including in the greater City of Perth the City of Vincent. 

Mr A.J. Simpson interjected. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: The residents of Vincent wanted that, provided they were given a democratic vote within the 
amalgamated local authority. However, the minister would not guarantee that when he drew up this bill, there 
would not be some sort of gerrymander that would mean that the residents of Vincent would be dudded so far as 
their democratic rights were concerned as to who would be elected to the City of Perth. 
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The government has previously expressed the strong view that the casino on Burswood peninsula should be 
gobbled up by the City of Perth and parts of the City of Vincent should be gobbled up by the City of Perth. 
Therefore, people are concerned that clause 37 will somehow be used to facilitate that happening in the future 
without the people being given a vote, and without the consent of the affected councils. The minister could say, 
“The bill doesn’t say that. That’s a drawing a long bow. That’s just a conspiracy theory.” However, because 
clause 37 is so complicated, we could mount an argument that Crown Perth should be included in the 
City of Perth because of the special role that the City of Perth plays as a tourist destination. The Premier has 
been saying in the last couple of days that we should be promoting Perth, not Western Australia. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I did not say that at all. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: I am not sure what the people of the south west would think about that—the people of 
Denmark — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You need to attempt to be truthful. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: That was my understanding, Premier. If I have misinterpreted what the Premier said, 
I apologise for that, but that was my understanding of what I heard. We could mount an argument that because 
Perth is central to the economic wellbeing of Western Australia when it comes to tourism, the City of Perth 
should have control over the casino, which is the major hospitality venue in Perth. Crown Perth is the only 
casino that we have in Western Australia, unless Matt Birney, a former member of this house, gets his way in 
getting a casino up north. We could mount an argument that under this clause, the advisory board could make 
a decision to take a chunk out of the City of Victoria Park and drag Crown Perth into the City of Perth, without 
there being a vote. We could, in a convoluted way, make the argument—because clause 37 is so vague—that that 
is what this bill is all about. 

People do not trust the government on this issue. They look at this bill and say, “There is quite a bit of this bill 
that we do not mind, but what is this bit of legislative spaghetti at the end of the bill that will be an amendment to 
schedule 2.1?” Therefore, I strongly urge the minister to reconsider whether he really needs this part of the bill. 
It is complicated, messy, obscure and ambiguous. It leaves the minister open to the accusation that this bill is 
some sort of Trojan Horse to enable the government to achieve those other things that it wants to achieve with 
the City of Perth, to the detriment of authorities such as the City of Vincent and the City of Victoria Park. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood — Minister for Regional Development) [3.14 pm]: I want to make 
some comments about the City of Perth Bill 2015, because obviously the Nationals have taken a particular 
position on this bill. I guess this is unique. The alliance partnership that we have with the Liberal Party in 
government is, in my view, very effective and has meant that we have been able to maintain very effective 
government. However, there are from time to time issues on which we part ways. One of those issues is local 
government amalgamations. The National Party will be opposing this bill. I want to give the basis for why we 
have come to that position.  

There is a long history of National Party views around local government amalgamations and there have been 
a number of National Party motions in recent years around not supporting forced local government 
amalgamations. Certainly the National Party is not against local government reform. In fact, the National Party 
has had a number of discussions around the Local Government Act and the Dadour provisions and the like 
because of some anomalies that we see in regional Western Australia. One of those anomalies, which I have 
spoken about with the Minister for Local Government, was the Narrogin–Cuballing example, where a particular 
small shire, for reasons unknown to me, made the decision not to support the proposed amalgamation, and hence 
we could argue that there was not a full-blown democratic process on that issue. Therefore, we are prepared to 
look at making some amendments to the Local Government Act. However, the public commentary around local 
government reform overtook the government’s capacity, and certainly our capacity, to look objectively at how 
we can improve the process. 

The National Party does not support forced local government amalgamations, and we do not support forced 
boundary changes. Mechanisms already exist to enable that result to be achieved. Therefore, if there is any sort 
of force, or any sort of legislation to change the boundaries, as is the case with this bill, it goes against the 
principles of the National Party. However, I can say that following the 2013 election, in which the Liberal Party 
performed particularly well, the previous Leader of the National Party, Brendon Grylls, made the point that he 
would support the Premier’s intention to seek reform in the metropolitan area, but obviously would not support 
any changes in regional Western Australia. That was quite a difficult position for the National Party to take, 
given that there were some strong views in our party constituency. However, that was the position that was taken 
post that election. 
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I have mentioned to the minister on a number of occasions that the National Party was concerned, and certainly 
our constituency was concerned, about the level of public commentary that suggested that local government 
reform in regional Western Australia would be next. That created a lot of challenges in our constituency. There 
are a significant number of local governments in regional Western Australia. The member for Wagin has 
something like 24 local governments in his electorate. Therefore, as we can imagine, the views of those local 
governments are very strong. 

At our National Party conference in Margaret River last year, a motion was moved by our grassroots members, 
on the basis of the concern and angst in our constituency about where regional Western Australia sat in the 
reform process, to withdraw the support of the National Party for metropolitan local government reform. 
However, we did not need to make a decision on that because it was overrun by other matters, and the 
National Party did not need to take a formal position on that matter either on the floor of the house or in cabinet. 
That was until the City of Perth Bill came into play. The principle behind the National Party’s policy position on 
this bill I think is sound. The view of the National Party is that the government is using this bill as a legislative 
tool to change local government boundaries. That is inconsistent with the National Party’s policy position. 
Therefore, we will not be supporting this bill. It is my understanding that the Labor Party will be putting forward 
amendments, and that will be worked through, no doubt, with the minister as this bill moves forward. 

Another thing that occurred is that the Minister for Local Government has brought other bills into this Parliament 
that contain provisions for the Local Government Advisory Board to consider government policy in its position 
on amalgamations or on local governments that want to come together and change their boundaries. The 
National Party also thought that was inconsistent with our policy position. Therefore, although I come from the 
government side of the house, on this issue we have differing views, for the reasons I have just given, and the 
Nationals will not be supporting this bill.  

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [3.19 pm]: I rise on behalf of the opposition 
to help explain our position on the City of Perth Bill 2015. It is interesting that I just heard the Leader of the 
National Party indicate the National Party will vote against this legislation. If my understanding is correct of the 
numbers in this place, once again the government requires Labor’s support in order to get its legislation through 
the house. It is an interesting development that, once again, the government will rely upon the Labor Party’s 
support for what it regards as a major piece of legislation. It draws into focus that there is a sense of dysfunction 
and chaos at the heart of government in that the principal partner of the government is voting against laws the 
government believes are important for the future. If I understand correctly what the Leader of the National Party 
said, the legislation also passed through cabinet, which the National Party is a part of. On top of that, today we 
heard about significant leaking from cabinet during the course of this week. Clearly it is not a happy camp over 
there. When there is leaking by more than one minister against another minister, and there is one party in 
government refusing to vote for a major piece of legislation, it is clearly a major — 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is. It is actually quite incredible that the National Party is doing this, so the government 
will rely upon our support to get this legislation through. 

We have some conditions; I will go through those shortly. I just want to put that on the record up-front. The 
second point is this: this local government forced amalgamation process was botched from the very beginning, 
with different messages and stories from the local government ministers who have occupied that position. 
A series of different positions were put forward by the member for Bunbury, who was the Minister for 
Local Government in the first term of this government. A series of different positions were put forward by this 
Minister for Local Government over the course of this term and a series of different positions were put forward 
by the Premier over both terms. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: There have been a whole range of positions on this issue. Is it any wonder the local 
government sector got so angry? It cost so much money, and there was so much angst and division in 
communities around Perth out of the process this government put it through. It is a textbook case of the worst 
way ever invented to run a process within government. A thesis could be written about how this process drifted 
along and we ended up in the position we are in now. It has cost both the ratepayers and the taxpayers tens of 
millions of dollars to get to this point. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Tens of millions; don’t be ridiculous. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Careful, Premier, we might not vote for it! If the Premier keeps insulting me across the 
chamber, we might not vote for his bill. If he keeps on yelling his abuse across the chamber, we might not 
support him. The National Party will not support him. We might talk it out for a considerable period. 

 [5] 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 23 September 2015] 

 p6900e-6912a 
Mr Dave Kelly; Mr Tony Simpson; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Acting Speaker; Mr Terry Redman; Mr Mark 

McGowan; Mr Vincent Catania; Ms Rita Saffioti 

This process, up until now, cost in excess of $40 million. It follows on from the Premier’s shark culling process. 
It was absolutely appalling how that was handled. It follows on from his threats to close 150 Indigenous 
communities. The Premier stood in here and said they were going to close. He put Indigenous communities 
throughout regional areas of Western Australia through all sorts of angst and anger. There are just 
three examples of complete chaos and dysfunction in the administration of this state. What is the common 
denominator in each of those things? It is the Premier. Shark culling, forced council amalgamations, closing 
Indigenous communities—angst, chaos and division in the community, and the common denominator is the 
Premier. They were all the Premier’s ideas. Remember that amazing photograph of the Premier waving around 
a hook? It said, “We are going to kill all these sharks”. Remember that one? It cost the taxpayers of this state 
millions and millions of dollars and then he backed off from it. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: What would you do with seven fatalities in three years—ignore it? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Acting Speaker, I am more than happy to answer the interjection. On average, about 
40 people drown each year in Western Australia. Over the last 15 years, on average one person has died per 
annum as a consequence of a shark attack. It is still an important issue—one person dying each year is one too 
many. There are a range of initiatives that could be funded, apart from culling. I have been entirely consistent on 
that issue the whole way through. Whenever this issue has been raised historically, I have been entirely 
consistent. I did not support the culling of endangered or critical species in WA. 

Back to this issue: two weeks before the state election the government went out and promised there would be no 
forced amalgamations. That was the promise; it was in writing and the Premier said it. After the election, the 
position changed. The Premier said, “There will be a collapsing of the number of local governments across Perth. 
The 30 or thereabouts will go down to 15 or 16.” The Premier said this after the election—after promising no 
forced amalgamations before the election. The Premier said one thing before the election and another thing after the 
election. The broken promise upset a lot of people. The Premier attempted to ram it through by this process. The 
hapless Minister for Local Government was the person responsible—his point man over here—for this process. It 
would be fair to say that the minister did not look happy the whole way through. He did not enjoy the process; he 
did not enjoy what he was being put through by the Premier. I went to Western Australian Local Government 
Association conference after WALGA conference, and he sat there with his head virtually in his hands. He made 
speeches that were somewhat contradictory and were greeted with disdain by local government representatives 
from across Western Australia. It was not a happy process for him. He was forced into it by the Premier. 

What was the process? It was an attempt to force amalgamations by what the Premier termed “boundary 
adjustments”. It was an undermining and a misreading of the process contained within the Local Government 
Act 1995. It ended up that a few councils were given the opportunity for a referendum, and the vast majority to 
be amalgamated were not. There were the haves and the have-nots through this process. Some were given the 
opportunity for a referendum, including Kwinana and Cockburn, and others were not given the opportunity for 
a referendum. What happened? Huge community dissent started. There was a rally out the front of 
Parliament House on a Tuesday night, attended by thousands of people wearing different coloured T-shirts. 
Kalamunda and Cockburn councils were in revolt. Councils across the metropolitan area were wildly unhappy. 
The western suburbs were revolting and wildly unhappy with what the government was planning to do. I went 
out and addressed some of those rallies and spoke to those people. Our position had been consistent and clear for 
the entire period, which is: if we are going to have an amalgamation of a council, we give them a referendum. It 
is our position; quite simple. If the government is going to do it, give people a referendum and give them the 
opportunity to have a say. The conditions of the referendum are quite onerous: in order to be binding, over 
50 per cent of the people need to vote. The Premier described that as undemocratic. 
Mr A.J. Simpson: No, he did not; he never said that. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, he did. It was on PerthNow. He said it was an undemocratic process, whereby people 
are given a vote. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I didn’t. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That is what the Premier said. The Premier would deny white is white and black is black. 
The Premier was critical of the Dadour poll provisions. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: I am critical of the Dadour provisions; yes, I am. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier was wildly unhappy with the process that involved a vote. 

So what ended up happening was that the Local Government Advisory Board—as the minister was always 
saying, it accepts or rejects; he kept saying that, “accept or reject”—got involved. Admittedly, I think it was 
a board fairly heavily in favour of what the government might have wanted. The chairman of the board was 
a senior Liberal Party member—someone who was very much attuned with the government. The 
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Local Government Advisory Board came out with a model, by way of which three areas got the opportunity for 
a vote; the rest of them did not. Then it went to a vote in those three areas, and what happened? It was rejected 
out of hand in each of the three areas, with more than 50 per cent of votes. In other words, in those three areas, 
the whole thing collapsed in a heap. What did the government then do? It did not have to, but it pulled back on 
all the others. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: That is right. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It did not have to, but it pulled back on all the others, contrary to everything it had said the 
whole way along—that is, that it was going happen, no matter what. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I did not say that. When did I say that? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier said it the whole way along. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I didn’t. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not have to have a reference for everything the Premier says, because I do listen to 
what the Premier says. That is what the Premier said. It was going to happen; it was going to go from 30 to 16. 
The Premier said it constantly. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: When? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That is what was going to happen. The Premier said it constantly—30 to 16. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Give me the quote. You just make it up. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier put the state and the city through this. It was the Premier’s doing. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You can argue that, but you keep on attributing comments to me that I have not made. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier put us through it. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Just like your T-shirts. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier put us through it. It was his plan, he put the state and the city through it, and 
it failed. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, it did. We abandoned it. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It failed dismally. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: But we got what we wanted, hopefully, and that is the City of Perth legislation—where we 
started. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: So the Premier got what he wanted. He put all those councils through this process—
dozens of councils out there were put through this process. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr N.W. Morton): Members — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You’ve got a T-shirt problem. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members; Premier. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, I am on my feet! Now, there has been some exchange between the 
Leader of the Opposition and the Premier. As long as it stays civil, I am happy to let that go, but I do not want it 
descending into a free-for-all across the chamber. The Leader of the Opposition has the call. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: So, the Premier said he got what he wanted. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The first objective was the City of Perth. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The idea was that for the City of Perth there be — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Speaking of rewriting history: it was going to go from 30 to 16; now that was never the 
plan — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I did not say that at all. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier said he got what he wanted. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, our first objective was the City of Perth legislation — 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It was the City of Perth Bill. Well, the Premier does not have what he wanted; the 
National Party is not voting for it. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The first thing we announced — 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier’s own cabinet colleagues are not voting for it. The Premier’s own cabinet 
colleagues, who supported it in cabinet, now walk out and say they are not voting for it. How chaotic! 

Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Sorry; the member for North West Central is not in cabinet, and never will be, my friend. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: They did not support it in cabinet; the National Party never supported it. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Did the National Party never support it in cabinet? All right; I stand corrected. It never 
supported it in cabinet. So the Premier’s own cabinet colleagues did not support his plan. 

In other words, we then ended up with a process by which democracy reigned in three areas, and in a whole 
bunch of others, democracy did not reign—and the Premier then abandoned it. When all those councils that were 
put through all those millions of dollars of expense — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, they were not. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: They were. The Premier sits there, shaking his head. Yes, they were. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: They chose to go and spend ratepayers’ money—their call. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Some of them put some money into a local campaign. They put some money into a tiny 
local campaign, by comparison with — 

Mr A.J. Simpson interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It might have been $100 000—there we go, the Minister for Local Government said the 
figure! 

Mr A.J. Simpson: It was about $135 000. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Compared with the millions they had to spend on consultants, on advisers, on staff — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: They didn’t. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, they did, Premier. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It was their call if they went out and ran a campaign; it is their business. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Does the Premier think that when he asked them for advice on these issues, which he did, 
and then when the Premier indicated he was collapsing 30 down to 16, they would just sit there and do nothing 
along this process and wait until the date it happens and then think: Well, how do we administer all the factors 
going on between two councils? Does the Premier think that that is the way it works? If that is how the Premier 
thinks government works, no wonder he has put the state in the position it is today. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is in great shape. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: There has been the loss of the AAA credit rating, a 900 per cent increase in debt, a loss of 
major projects and unemployment going through the roof. All those things are the Premier’s creation. 

All those councils were put through millions upon millions of dollars of expense. They were; go out and ask 
them. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: If they spent money, it was their fault. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: If the Premier is thinking they lied, he is wrong. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Did I say they lied? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier is saying it was not millions of dollars of expense, and I say it is. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You said I lied, and I didn’t. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No; I am saying that if the Premier is saying they lied — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I did not say that either, so that makes that a lie, does it? You just can’t mount an argument! 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: It is like arguing with John Cleese over here! It is very similar to John Cleese in — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No, the one where he came for an argument—“Yes, it is; no, it isn’t.” Do members know 
that one? It is like arguing with John Cleese over here. Good, the Premier is leaving; it will make for a better 
environment in this house. 

Mr A.J. Simpson: You’ve had 15 minutes now. Have a chat about the bill. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am talking about the process that got us to this point. 

We ended up with all those councils spending millions of dollars. We then ended up with the state having to put 
a lot of money in. If we have a look at some of the questions on notice over the course of time along this process, 
many millions of dollars were spent by the state on administering this process. If we go and ask any single 
council involved in it, they will tell us that the staff time and resources they had to put into it cost millions of 
dollars. It does not take long to rack up millions of dollars. All that amounted to nought, except for the 
City of Perth Bill that the government will no doubt trumpet. 

What will this bill do? It will change the boundaries of the City of Perth to bring in the University of 
Western Australia and Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital—that particular precinct. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It will also bring in a small part of the western suburbs associated with that. It will then 
create a capital city committee and recognise the role of the Lord Mayor, and there will be a few other changes 
in that regard. 

Did we really need to go through that extraordinary process for this piece of legislation? Did we? No. I have said 
publicly that I would love to see the University of Western Australia, in particular, in one local government area. 
I have always said. So, all the government had to do was go and see UWA, get it to come and see the opposition 
and perhaps the National Party, and say that that is the main change the government would like to make, and 
Bob’s your uncle—the government has its bill. However, the government tried to bring in Vincent, which was 
created by Richard Court in 1994, but the people of Vincent did not want it. Then the government tried to bring 
in Victoria Park, which was also created by Richard Court in 1994, and the people of Victoria Park did not want 
it. We said that the conditions for us supporting the government’s legislation were these: drop the so-called 
Governor’s orders, which was the forced amalgamation without referendum around the state; leave Vincent 
alone; and, do not have any sort of power to annexe any other area—do not have this annexation arrangement. 
The Premier had said that the government would have to bring in Burswood at some time in the future, and that 
Vincent should be part of the City of Perth. The Premier said all that, and so we said we were not having a bar of 
any of those things, but we were happy for a City of Perth bill, we were happy for UWA, and we were happy for 
Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital—Kings Park, if you like—to be part of the one council. 

The Labor Party ended up getting its way, bar one thing, and that will be our condition for supporting this bill. 
The government ended up excluding the City of Vincent, after saying it must have it in the act. It dropped the 
Governor’s orders in accordance with the opposition’s demand; and it put in a sneaky provision. It included 
clause 37 in the City of Perth Bill 2015 to allow some sort of special arrangement for the advisory board to have 
regard to the City of Perth on any expansion of the boundaries. The opposition is saying to the government that it 
has to drop that or else it will not get the opposition’s vote. That is more than reasonable. The deletion of the 
annexation power was a condition of the opposition’s support. I announced the opposition’s condition for 
support of this legislation three or four months ago. It remains our condition. The ball is in the government’s 
court. If the government drops clause 37, the opposition will have a closer look at the bill, and it can probably 
expect our support. 

I have advised the University of Western Australia that it should be under one local government area and that 
would be good for UWA. I do not regard that as the biggest issue for UWA; it is a pretty small issue. Apparently 
the pond in front of Winthrop Hall is divided between two or three councils, or something of that nature, but I do 
not regard that as the worst thing for UWA to deal with. However, it is reasonable for UWA to be under one 
council in one local government area. For all the incredible angst created around Perth—all those rallies and 
millions of dollars spent, all those referenda, all those local government inquiries and all those staff and 
consultants employed—for the government to come up with this one 37-clause bill as a consequence is a pretty 
small outcome. If this was the ultimate outcome the government was seeking by that massive process, it could 
have been done far more simply and easily than that. That explains the opposition’s position. 

This has been a botched process the entire way through. The botching of the process continues with a major part 
of the government not prepared to vote for the government’s own legislation. The government will rely on 
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Labor Party support. As I said, the opposition has its condition. It is up to the government whether it agrees with 
it, but we have a condition that relates to the annexation role in the City of Perth Bill. When the Premier was out 
of the chamber, I said that he had indicated he wanted to expand the boundaries of the City of Perth and that the 
City of Vincent would have to be included in the City of Perth. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It should have. I think it would have been to the great advantage of the citizens of Vincent if 
they had come in, but they decided not to. I think they would have got enormous advantage out of being part of 
the City of Perth, but they decided not to, so that’s it. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier has said that he would like to see the City of Vincent and Burswood come 
into the City of Perth in the future. The Labor Party is not embracing or supporting any of those annexation 
powers and may even seek to prevent the government from doing that in the future without an act of Parliament. 
That will be an interesting test for the government. 

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West Central — Parliamentary Secretary) [3.43 pm]: As the Leader of the 
National Party stated, the National Party’s position is that it will not support the City of Perth Bill 2015 for 
reasons that have been outlined consistently for a number of years. The National Party sees that the next step to 
this bill is legislation being brought into the house to change the boundaries or reduce the number of councils in 
regional Western Australia. As the Nationals have repeatedly said, we are happy to support metropolitan reform 
if the regions are not touched. Unfortunately, commentary by our partners in government, the Liberal Party, has 
always been that the regions are next. As members of the National Party, we cannot accept that. The Nationals 
have a policy in place as a party that now prevents us from supporting any legislation before Parliament to 
change any local government boundaries without a decision by the people. 

It is interesting that when the Leader of the Opposition was talking about this bill he said that the Labor Party is 
prepared to support the Liberal Party in local government reform, basically, to force amalgamations. I listened to 
what the Leader of the Opposition spoke about—although I do not know whether any member made any sense 
of what he said—and the Labor Party does not have a policy other than supporting the Liberal Party in what it 
wants to do in local government reform. It is clear that the only way that councils in regional Western Australia 
can be protected is by the National Party keeping its position, which reflects the position of regional councils that 
regional councils should have a choice if they want to embark on reform and to have discussions with their 
neighbours rather than amalgamation being forced on them. 

In Parliament, the National Party is the only party that has been consistent with its policy right from day one. In 
fact, in February 2009, the then Minister for Local Government made the announcement about council reform in 
my electorate in Exmouth, so I have been following the process from that point in time right through to where 
we are today and it is questionable how this process has been run. I understand the intent of the bill, but out of 
the three political parties in this house, the National Party has been consistent in its policy approach, which is no 
forced amalgamations and making sure that regional Western Australia is looked after. The National Party has 
achieved consistent policy, but more importantly that policy has been reflective of the views and aspirations of 
the community that it represents in regional Western Australia. 

I go back to the record of the opposition on local government. There were five local government ministers in 
Labor’s time in government. It shows that poor old local government, over time, has had a number of ministers 
holding the portfolio—as I said, five from the Labor Party—which does not show the importance of local 
government to the state. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I think the first Labor Minister for Local Government was Michelle Roberts in 2001, then 
Ljiljanna Ravlich, Jon Ford, Alannah MacTiernan and John Bowler, so there have been quite a few. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I do not think that Michelle was. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Yes, she was the first Minister for Local Government that Labor started off with. As 
I said, five local government ministers does not show that the Labor Party recognised the importance of local 
government in its time in government. The wannabe Premier, the Leader of the Opposition, stands up but 
provides no real policy, other than to say it was a botched process. That does not show any leadership or that he 
has the ability to become Premier. I asked the opposition leader what he was going to do after 2017, because we 
all know that he is not going to become Premier, and by then he will probably be looking for another job, like 
many former Leaders of the Opposition. It will interesting to see what happens after March 2017. 

One thing that members can be sure of is that the National Party, between now and March 2017, and onwards, 
will not change its position. The National Party has a consistent policy on local government. The Nationals want 
to ensure that local governments have the ability to better represent their constituencies through efficiencies and 
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that is why the member for Moore has done a huge amount of work putting forward the regional subsidiaries 
legislation that will have the good effect of achieving reform in a positive way for local governments. Hopefully, 
after this bill, the Minister for Local Government will bring in the subsidiaries bill that regional councils and 
councils generally have wanted for a long time. Under the previous Labor government, this bill was on the notice 
paper waiting to be dealt with. I hope that both sides of the house support the subsidiaries legislation that the 
Minister for Local Government has committed to bringing on for debate after the City of Perth Bill. It will be an 
important step forward for local government. All in all, the National Party has not changed its position. It is 
disappointed that we are going down this path of what we believe to be a forced change of boundaries with this 
bill. The National Party is disappointed that the Labor Party will fall into line with the other major player in 
Parliament—the Liberal Party. We have been saying for a long time that when the two major parties get 
together, they can pass all the legislation in the world. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Are you going to vote against it? 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: As we have said, Premier, being consistent, we will vote against this legislation. The 
Premier has the Labor Party’s support obviously to pass the bill, so he will get what he wants. Unfortunately, this 
will send a signal to a lot of our constituents in regional WA to be careful of what happens after 2017, because 
without the Nationals holding the balance of power they will see forced amalgamations throughout 
Western Australia, and that will be a great shame. 
Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr N.W. Morton): Member for Albany! 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I hope our constituents read this Hansard. I will make sure they get a copy to see how the 
voting patterns occurred when it came to this legislation. We are flagging what will happen after the 
2017 election with whichever party gets into government. It is very important that the National Party holds the 
balance of power and looks after our regional voters and our regional councils because ours is the only party that 
has been consistent on this issue. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [3.51 pm]: I rise to make my contribution to this debate. I hope it will match 
the contribution of our lead speaker on this, the member for Mandurah. The member for Mandurah outlined 
some of our key concerns with the City of Perth Bill 2015. During consideration in detail we will see whether the 
government is serious about wanting to get this legislation through. I will talk initially about that part of the bill, 
but I want to reiterate some of the comments made by the member for Mandurah and the Leader of the 
Opposition, which is that this has been an absolutely shambolic process. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: How are those T-shirts going; are they okay; are they a good fit? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: T-shirts—what T-shirts? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You’re losing it. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, you have the call. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: T-shirts. The Premier said something about T-shirts. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have absolutely no idea what he is referring to. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I still do not understand what he is referring to. I am glad he is focused on the big issues. 

Let us go through the shambolic reform process that this government has led. It set about trying to force local 
government amalgamations. We are now left with the City of Perth Bill. That is the end result of years and years 
of chaos in our local government sector and millions of dollars being spent on this reform process. What are we 
left with today? We are left with this bill. It will achieve nothing that the Premier said he wanted to achieve in 
local government reform—basically nothing. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, it does. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Nothing. Let us go through it. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Apart from moving a whole lot of entities into the City of Perth and, for the first time, creating 
the City of Perth Act. Apart from that, nothing. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Tell us about the T-shirts—hilarious. 

 [11] 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 23 September 2015] 

 p6900e-6912a 
Mr Dave Kelly; Mr Tony Simpson; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Acting Speaker; Mr Terry Redman; Mr Mark 

McGowan; Mr Vincent Catania; Ms Rita Saffioti 

The Premier set about trying to reduce the number of councils. He said that the local government situation was 
unworkable and only the Liberal Party could fix it. The Premier said the whole system was totally broken and 
that only he could fix the situation. He has not done that and now we have the City of Perth Bill, which does 
a few things but, practically, will do nothing that the Premier said he was keen to achieve. 
Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Honestly! 
Mr C.J. Barnett: That’s the truth. Read the media release. 
Mr P.B. Watson: Is there any chance of no interjections? 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Only if the member indicates that she does not want to take interjections. 
Ms L.L. Baker interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier is obsessed with something, so let him go. We have this bill today. I want to 
make a couple of points. I think the debate around the City of Vincent issue is one of the most interesting debates 
that I have heard. The City of Vincent issue showed me exactly how the government does its politics and its 
policy. Remember that the draft boundaries split Vincent into, I think, three bizarre areas; some went to the 
City of Perth, and, as I recall, others went to Bayswater and to Stirling. It created a lot of confusion and a lot of 
angst. That was initially supported by government members. Then there was a campaign—one in, all in. It was 
an interesting campaign by the City of Vincent at the time, given what they were arguing. I am not sure whether 
we can argue that places such as Mt Hawthorn should be included within the city boundary. I do not think that is 
something that should be argued, but that is what happened; they argued all in, one in and then they swapped and 
the member for Perth jumped on that bandwagon and said, “I’m in—all in, one in. Then everyone realised, 
“Hang on; we don’t want to be part of the City of Perth”, and then government changed its policy again. The 
process to amalgamate the City of Perth and the City of Vincent demonstrates that the government had no idea. 
It did not sit down and look at the maps and ask: what creates a strong community of interest; what is the plan? 
The government let the Local Government Advisory Board draw bizarre boundaries. It created a mix of local 
government amalgamations into which the majority would be forced and some would be voluntary. Of course, 
that would create problems. How could cabinet members sit around the cabinet table and not understand that 
some councils could be forced to amalgamate while others could be voluntary amalgamations? I do not know 
how the government ever thought that would fly. As soon as that policy was released, I knew the process was 
gone. There is no way that we can say to some people they will be forced to amalgamate and say to others that 
they can take a vote. The whole process was never going to fly. Then we saw it absolutely fall apart. 

Local government reform is interesting. Local government reform is not about lines on a map; it involves 
looking at local government and state government functions and seeing where we can achieve better economies. 
I agree that there is some duplication and that both tiers of local government have stepped into each other’s 
areas. There is no doubt about that. Of course I believe that we can do things better, but we do not do things 
better by changing lines on a map. We have to look at the functions undertaken by the state and by local 
government and see what can be done to better service our community. That has not been done because that 
involves hard work. That is when we have to enter into a proper dialogue with local government and see what 
can be done and how better results can be achieved. As I said, that was never undertaken. We had a flawed 
process, a bullying approach and ideas put forward that did not convince anybody, and now we are here debating 
something that the government never really set about doing. As I said, it has tried to retrofit the argument and it 
is now saying that this was what the whole local government reform process was about—a new City of Perth 
Bill. The government is trying to retrofit the argument to reflect a bad process that has cost local government 
millions and has created confusion and chaos. Local governments should have been better planning for our 
suburbs, investing in urban regeneration and renewal and getting their plans right, but instead they have been 
distracted by this process. It is a complete failure. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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