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METROPOLITAN REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY BILL 2011 

Third Reading 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [7.32 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [7.32 pm]: I will not be supporting the third reading of this 
bill. It will come as no surprise to any member of this house that the Greens oppose this bill. We have been very 
clear. I do not want to rehash the debate that we have just had over the last week, not only because I do not want 
to, but also because it is not appropriate to do so in the third reading debate. 

I advise members that I tried 84 times to make this bill acceptable to us by putting forward amendments, and on 
83 occasions the government chose another way. We have certainly worked hard to try to make this bill 
acceptable. The problems were accentuated to me on the weekend when I ran into a local councillor from the 
City of Belmont, who said, “Oh, I want to talk to you about that metropolitan redevelopment bill.” I said, “It’s 
too late, mate.” He said, “Oh, but we’re getting a briefing on Thursday!” That is exactly my point. My point has 
always been that local government has not been adequately considered in the development of this bill.  

Unfortunately, the bill does not have the strength that we would like to see to be able to develop an urban vision 
for Western Australia. It creates too many powers for one authority, which does not have enough elected 
representation on it. I think the bill is weaker because it has not taken into account the views of that local 
government authority or, in fact, of all local government authorities. It has taken into account the views of the 
redevelopment authorities that will be wrapped up into it. As I have said, we do not oppose the policy of the bill. 
We do not oppose the idea of a Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority or the way that we are capturing the 
skills and wisdom of those individuals who have tried in their various redevelopment authorities to deliver better 
planning outcomes for this city. However, it is my responsibility when legislation comes before us in the upper 
house to examine and review whether it is delivering what it promises, and the Metropolitan Redevelopment 
Authority Bill does not deliver what it promises. Its shortcomings are many, as was expressed in the 84 
amendments that I moved. A key weakness in the legislation is the lack of sustainability goals. If only we could 
have put into this bill a hard code requirement to deliver better sustainability outcomes, that would have been a 
good outcome for the bill, but no, we have failed in our mission. 

Another point I want to bring to members’ attention—it might have escaped their notice—is that on 25 
September it was the fortieth anniversary since Kelly’s Bush was saved. That was the first green ban in New 
South Wales. Those who have followed the development of planning rules throughout Australia know that in the 
early 1970s, to protect Sydney from widespread destruction due to bulldozers destroying heritage and precious 
urban bushland, the citizens of New South Wales rose up alongside members of the Builders Labourers 
Federation and worked hand in hand to stop inappropriate development. If we do not heed the call of Western 
Australians for the need to develop Perth sustainably, we may run the risk of that type of uprising. I have spoken 
often about the Beeliar wetlands, which are precious to my own electorate in the South Metropolitan Region. We 
need to have good planning principles in this place that are reflected in our legislation so that the people of 
Western Australia will have faith that we will deliver what they want for the future of the city and for their 
children. That is what we have tried to do in this bill. I hope that we do not go down the road of anarchy and 
chaos that resulted from the 1970s green bans in New South Wales, but we do run that risk when we cut the 
entire local government sector, apart from a couple of representatives of the Western Australian Local 
Government Association, out of the planning process. WALGA has been very clear about its concerns with the 
bill. We even tried to send the bill to a committee for a week or two so that those concerns could be taken on 
board. We know that they have not been taken on board, based on the evidence that was presented during the 
committee stage. I do not support the third reading of the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [7.38 pm] — in reply: I will 
respond very briefly to the third reading of the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill 2011. I appreciate 
that Hon Lynn MacLaren has indicated her support for the policy and intent of the bill. The government and I 
have more faith than the member in the bill’s ability to deliver on the policy intent and direction. I have indicated 
already that the development of this bill has been ongoing over the past two years and that the level of 
consultation that has come about in the last little while is in addition to the consultation that took place prior to 
that. No-one is unaware of the direction of the bill. Considerable attempts were made to provide briefings on 
specific clauses that people were not aware of originally.  

I want to thank everybody for their contribution to this debate. I have one bit of unfinished business that I will 
clarify for Hansard. During debate on clause 8, I undertook to clarify for Hon Adele Farina the circumstances in 
which a corresponding section of the East Perth Redevelopment Act 1991 had previously been used. 
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Section 18A of the act was used on one occasion on 3 July 2005, when the East Perth Redevelopment Authority 
was given approval by the Governor to provide services to the Public Transport Authority. The services provided 
included options analysis on the costs and benefits of undergrounding bus and rail infrastructure, business case 
assessment and master plan considerations and advice on potential regeneration benefits of the project area now 
known as the Perth City Link. That is the only time that that section of the EPR act has been used and there is no 
corresponding provision in any other redevelopment authority act. I again thank members for their contributions 
and commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and a division taken, the Deputy President (Hon Col Holt) casting his vote with the ayes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (28) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Ed Dermer Hon Adele Farina Hon Norman Moore 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Kate Doust Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Nick Goiran Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Helen Bullock Hon Phil Edman Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Sue Ellery Hon Col Holt Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Brian Ellis Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Donna Faragher Hon Michael Mischin Hon Linda Savage (Teller) 

 

Noes (3) 

Hon Giz Watson Hon Alison Xamon Hon Lynn MacLaren (Teller) 
 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a third time and returned to the Assembly with amendments.  
 


