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CITY OF PERTH BILL 2015 

Discharge of Order and Referral to Standing Committee on Legislation — Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [5.13 pm]: Earlier, I had made the 
point that I welcome the contribution of Hon Simon O’Brien, and that I always look forward to the contributions 
from Liberal South Metropolitan Region members because from time to time we get a special one from each of 
them; this was, indeed, one of those. I certainly support the sentiment expressed by Hon Simon O’Brien that the 
City of Perth Bill 2015 ought to be referred to a committee. I made the point that we have taken the position of 
supporting the bill because it includes, I guess as a package of elements, some specifics that relate to the 
University of Western Australia, particularly getting rid of the fact that the boundary lines of three local 
government authorities cross, effectively, in the middle of the Reflection Pool outside Winthrop Hall. The bill 
also includes a number of elements on governance matters that relate to local government and not just the 
City of Perth. On the basis of the bill including those things, we took the view that the bill warranted and merited 
support. However, we think the people of Subiaco have been denied a voice, and that is why the referral motion 
moved by Hon Alanna Clohesy referred specifically to ensuring that the committee inquiry look into the extent 
and adequacy of consultation undertaken by the Minister for Local Government and the government with the 
City of Subiaco regarding the transfer of electors, look specifically at the details and adequacy of employment 
provisions for staff who might be affected by the transfer, and look specifically at the effectiveness of the 
transparency measures contained in the bill and the impact and detail of any Henry VIII clause. We think those 
things are important specifics for the referral to examine, and we also think the committee ought to be able, 
because we are looking at such a narrow range of specifics, to conduct its referral in a quicker time than 
suggested in Hon Simon O’Brien’s amendment. For those reasons we do not want to unduly delay the changes 
that would benefit UWA, and we do not want to unduly delay the changes in the bill that go to governance 
arrangements. We think a targeted referral is the best way to go. For those reasons, in one sense I am 
disappointed that we are not able to support the amendment moved by Hon Simon O’Brien, but that does not 
change the fact that we agree with him that this matter ought to be referred off. We think the referral ought to 
canvass a very targeted range of areas and be done within a shorter time. I indicate to the house that we will not 
support the amendment moved by Hon Simon O’Brien. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [5.16 pm]: It is interesting that we are debating which 
committee a bill should be referred to. I make no observation about which is the better or worse committee to 
evaluate this piece of legislation. Having prefaced with that, I must say that we will be opposing the legislation. 
We believe that even with our fundamental position of opposition—I will deal with that in my second reading 
contribution—the value of the bill going to a committee is immense inasmuch as we are aware that many local 
authorities have raised concerns about process, the Henry VIII clauses, the adequacy of employment provisions, 
and the costs to Subiaco council. We believe that the bill should go to a committee. The only thing that is 
a determinant to my mind as to which committee it should go to is the provision of reporting no later than 
Tuesday, 16 August 2016 in the amendment moved by Hon Simon O’Brien in that it gives the committee 
a greater time to properly evaluate the complexities and impacts of this legislation. 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [5.17 pm]: I rise to briefly indicate that the National Party will not 
be supporting the amendment to the motion. We obviously will not be supporting the bill through its second or 
third reading stages, consistent with our position on local government reform and the position our party took in 
the Legislative Assembly, where we opposed the bill and amendments to it. We will not be supporting the 
motion before us, and we will make our contribution during the second reading debate of the bill. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [5.18 pm]: I indicate that the 
government will not be supporting the amendment to the motion. We will provide a fuller response to the motion 
at a later stage, during the second reading debate. 

HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [5.19 pm]: I, too, regret to advise that I will not be supporting the 
amendment to the motion. 

Division 

Amendment put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon Simon O’Brien) casting his vote with the ayes, 
with the following result — 
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Ayes (3) 

Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Robin Chapple (Teller)  
 

Noes (28) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Peter Collier Hon Nick Goiran Hon Michael Mischin 
Hon Ken Baston Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Dave Grills Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Kate Doust Hon Col Holt Hon Martin Pritchard 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Sue Ellery Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon Paul Brown Hon Brian Ellis Hon Mark Lewis Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Rick Mazza Hon Darren West 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Adele Farina Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Samantha Rowe (Teller) 
 

Amendment thus negatived. 

Discharge of Order and Referral to Standing Committee on Legislation — Motion Resumed 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [5.24 pm]: I want to say at the outset that I listened intently to 
the comments made by Hon Simon O’Brien before we voted on his amendment to the motion we are dealing 
with. It is not often that I find myself in the position of saying that I agreed with a fair chunk of what 
Hon Simon O’Brien was saying, but there were some elements of what he said that I thought were a little harsh 
on his government. The first thing that needs to be pointed out about this bill is to understand, first and foremost, 
that it seeks to establish capital city legislation for Western Australia. We are the only mainland state in Australia 
that does not currently have capital city legislation. Whilst I listened to Hon Simon O’Brien intently, the 
Labor Party and I support the principle that we should have capital city legislation. I do not disagree that a good 
government probably could have carried out the process of getting the legislation into this place in a better way 
than the government did, and that comes at the tail end of the completely incompetent bungling of what was 
termed local government reform—I use the term loosely—in Western Australia. It has certainly left the 
Labor Party in a very difficult position, because we always seek to be a responsible opposition on these matters, 
and the principle of capital city legislation is one that the Labor Party supports. 

I have to say that although it could be argued that capital city legislation is, on one level, only symbolic, 
symbolic legislation can be very important from time to time. I am, however, disappointed that this legislation 
could be, at best, described as “capital city lite” legislation. It is not the sort of legislation we have seen in other 
parts of Australia, and in that regard it is disappointing, but as Hon Simon O’Brien pointed out, maybe if we had 
gone for “capital city heavy” legislation, it would be an even more difficult piece of legislation for the 
Labor Party, as a responsible opposition, to support. 

In many other parts of the country, capital city legislation gives far more substance to legislative operations. This 
bill requires meetings between the Premier and the City of Perth and provides the Premier with the ability to 
bring to those meetings whoever they like, including local members; but does not provide that same ability to the 
Lord Mayor, and it does not even require the keeping of meeting minutes. But at the end of the day, the symbolic 
creation of capital city legislation is, as a policy, not something that should be opposed. 

The issue arises, of course, of how we arrived at this capital city legislation, and it does contain some contentious 
elements, not least of which is the element that was picked up in the referral motion moved by 
Hon Alanna Clohesy, specifically in paragraph 1(a) of the motion. In the words of the minister’s second reading 
speech — 

This bill sets out the boundaries to the City of Perth to come into effect on 1 July 2016. We currently 
have the ludicrous situation in which our oldest and most prestigious university is divided between three 
local government districts and the Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre between two. 

The minister then went on to talk about a range of other issues. If the issues around the boundary changes to 
incorporate the University of Western Australia were to be removed, it would take a lot of heat out of the 
legislation, and I suspect everybody in this chamber would then be able to support it, even though we would 
probably argue that it is not great legislation, but legislation that hopefully will one day be improved by 
a Labor government in consultation with the City of Perth to really establish the role and function of the city and 
of the Lord Mayor in terms of selling Perth and Western Australia to the world on behalf of the people of 
Western Australia.  
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In talking about the boundaries of the University of Western Australia and Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre, 
I note that, interestingly, the government has removed part of the hospital precinct that sits behind the 
Ramsay Health Care hospital, the old repatriation hospital, which sits behind QEII. If the argument is about 
trying to bring together the significant assets, other than the impact on the City of Nedlands’ rates, I have never 
quite understood why that area is being removed. I would have thought one of the fundamental reasons a body 
such as the University of Western Australia would want the boundaries changed would be to improve the 
university’s planning outcomes. On that point, I comment that sometimes people need to be careful what they 
wish for. I note that the boundary will still run down the middle of Hampden Road. The same issues as those 
around UWA and QEII will occur around Fiona Stanley Hospital, Murdoch University and Curtin University 
and the technology precinct over there. There is no doubt in my mind that over the next 50 years, we will see the 
very fabric of Perth transform as will those three areas I have outlined today, along with Edith Cowan University 
in Joondalup, and will become the thriving centre of the driver of the jobs of the future. How those areas are 
planned and designed will be absolutely crucial. I suspect that at some point in the future, we will come back and 
need to see some sort of new planning control over those four universities, but less so at ECU, Joondalup 
because it sits within an already planned town centre. With regard to the other three, I think we will see the need 
for a re-creation in that area of major planning control, as those areas transform from what they are today to 
thriving metropolitan activity centres that include accommodation, jobs, employment and research in a more 
town centre–like function. In fact, Hampden Road will be the primary activity corridor that joins UWA to QEII. 
The fact that that will still not be resolved with this City of Perth Bill will lead to the need for some sort of new 
planning process in those areas. However, it comes back, fundamentally, to one of the problems we constantly 
see with this government; that is, it still does not understand the real challenges facing Western Australia, 
particularly Perth, and the need to create centres of employment where driver jobs feed the rest of the jobs within 
Western Australia. If anyone looks at these issues in detail, they will see that we need only a very small number 
of driver jobs to create a massive number of population-driven jobs. We need high-tech, internationally exposed 
jobs to be created in the precincts we are talking about, to create population-driven jobs of 10, 15 or 20-time 
multipliers. These centres will become the crucial part of creating that future. As the city changes, we need to get 
land-use management and transport plans interlinked, not done as separate, bolted-back-together items. This bill 
is clearly another example of this government not really understanding the challenges. 

I get back to the motion moved this afternoon. The first point is that a bill has been drafted to create capital city 
legislation. The second issue is the boundary changes. If these boundary changes were occurring under the 
existing Local Government Act, which provides for boundary changes, contrary to a lot of the information being 
spread, it would not automatically lead to a poll. It would be an option for the Minister for Local Government to 
invite a poll over the area. This is simply a boundary change. I am reminded, as is Hon Simon O’Brien I am sure, 
that in 1998 the then Liberal government excised a chunk of the then City of Stirling—of about 
9 000 residents—and gave it to the now City of Bayswater. Part of that involved an extensive process with the 
Local Government Advisory Board. In fact, under clause 5(2) of schedule 2.1 of the Local Government Act, an 
inquiry would need to be conducted into community interests, physical and topographical features, demographic 
trends, economic factors, the history of the area, transport and communications, matters affecting the viability of 
local governments and the effective delivery of local government services. That process would have allowed the 
City of Subiaco and the people of Subiaco to have a voice and put their views forward to be considered. Those of 
us who have been around long enough may recall those decisions regarding boundary changes that 
included Maylands in Bayswater and areas such as part of Stirling included Vincent, in what was Glendalough 
but is now Mt Hawthorn as a result of that change. There are examples within Western Australia of where 
boundary changes have occurred after going through the Local Government Advisory Board to arrive at an end 
product. The simple fact is that on this occasion, the government has put us into a very difficult position because 
it is seeking to make a boundary change without going through the process outlined in the act, but is simply 
seeking to legislate it. We would expect that in those circumstances, had there been an inquiry under the 
Local Government Advisory Board rules, a consultation process would have occurred with the city and the 
people. We are told that the government has done some work in this area but I cannot see it. I am not aware of it. 
When I have spoken to the people of Subiaco, I have not heard of it. In fact, in recent days the residents in that 
area have approached me to say that their preference is to stay with the City of Subiaco and if they cannot stay 
with the City of Subiaco, their next preference is to be with the City of Nedlands. However, I think the important 
point here, picked up by paragraph (1)(a) of Hon Alanna Clohesy’s motion is that a committee of this house 
should look at — 

the extent and adequacy of consultation undertaken by the Minister for Local Government and the 
government with the City of Subiaco regarding the transfer of electors to the new City of Perth; 

As part of that consultation, we would hope for some explanation about how it will all go together and what will 
be the impact on the viability of the City of Subiaco following that. What work has the government done as part 
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of its consultation with the City of Subiaco about how the city will survive beyond this day? As a very basic 
consideration, this house should have that information before it to consider along with the other issues outlined 
in the report. That to me is the fundamental issue. We know from press releases and conversations with 
the Mayor of the City of Subiaco it estimates $44 million in revenue will be lost to it over 10 years. How does 
the government expect that money to be made up for the people of Subiaco? What study has the government 
done as part of that work with the City of Subiaco into its long-term viability if this bill is passed? Hopefully, the 
government will be able to satisfy us that it has done that work. If we send this bill to a committee, there will not 
be the hurly-burly of the politics of the day but a sound and rational consideration of matters, as we have seen 
regularly when we have sent bills to committees, particularly the Standing Committee on Legislation, which has 
excelled itself when it has been allowed to excel. As I have said in this Parliament before, some of the finest 
minds in the Parliament sit on that committee and they should get a chance to consider this bill. Probably first 
and foremost is that transparency issue, and to look at the question of consultation with the people, to allow 
people to have a voice about the impact of this bill upon them, and how that impact can be mitigated. The 
government needs to put before that parliamentary committee, on behalf of this house, the work it has done to 
assure the house that those matters will be addressed. I sure as hell have not seen it to this point, and it should be 
put forward. 
I would hope that, as a result of its deliberations, the committee will come back with recommendations to the 
house. It may be that, as a result of the work of that committee, we all need to reconsider our positions about the 
substance of this bill at that point. The opposition supports the principle of capital city legislation, and I support 
it as an individual. This house needs some process that goes a significant way towards addressing the processes 
that would have been available had the boundary changes been put through the processes outlined in the 
Local Government Act. The government has not done that publicly—it has only been done privately—so let us 
at least have a committee of this house undertake that work on behalf of this house before we pass this bill. 
A number of issues relate to the transfer of staff. The bill that we had before the house some time ago that was 
intended to facilitate the failed process of local government amalgamations contained provisions about 
employment contracts. Another bill before this house to amend the Local Government Act also has provisions 
about employment. This bill does not have those. When we were briefed on the bill I sought to understand why 
the provision was in the other two bills but not in this one, and I am none the wiser. It is important to refer this 
bill to a committee to make sure that all those matters are properly addressed. Let there be no doubt that some 
people who currently work for the City of Subiaco would either, hopefully, be transferred to the City of Perth or 
have their employment terminated as a result of this bill. People would be impacted in their employment 
conditions, and at the very least, I would have thought that we need to know what those impacts would be and 
how those matters would be handled in a proper and transparent way before passing this bill through this house 
tonight. It would be a great shame if that did not occur. 
The other part of the motion refers to the effectiveness of the transparency measures contained in the bill. The 
Mayor of Vincent is a very good friend of mine. I think he has done an excellent job in raising the issues around 
transparency in local government. He is getting real momentum going around Western Australia as people join 
with the Mayor of Vincent and other councils. I pay credit here; the Mayor of the City of Subiaco is one of the 
mayors who has supported the Mayor of Vincent in his attempt to bring forward improvements in the 
transparency provisions. This bill contains transparency provisions that were put into it at the request of the 
opposition in the other place. I am still a little bit confused about the long title of this bill and the transparency 
provisions, because the long title mentions consequential amendments to the Local Government Act, and these 
seem to be a bit more than that. However, the bottom line is that this is the bill that we have been given in this 
house. 
I understand the circumstances that brought the transparency provisions into being, but we need to have a good 
look to make sure that they achieve what I think we hope they will achieve. I had a look at them the other day 
and I looked at the Local Government Act. One of the problems we must understand is that there is a danger that 
we make transparency provisions too complex, so that they capture the person who makes an innocent mistake 
and then hold them up to ridicule. At the same time, people who are deliberately seeking to defeat and avoid the 
transparency provisions will take the time to understand exactly what the rules say and find ways of getting 
around them. I have already had a look at that. The current system requires the tabling of an annual return by 
a local government councillor, and it is all done at the same time. That looks at not only the issues of gifts 
received but also things like loans. The first thing that struck me when I looked at these measures was whether 
they went far enough. Should we be asking for any material changes to be reported within 10 working days to 
the chief executive officer, to capture it? If I were a dodgy person—remember that we are trying to catch the 
dodgy person, not the person who makes an innocent mistake—and I wanted, just before the election, to give 
a candidate $1 000 or $10 000, but I did not want to declare it before the election, the simple fact of the matter is 
that, even with these new measures, we would not know that. Someone could write a note saying that he is 
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lending the candidate $10 000, with the terms to be indefinite repayments. My view is that, in the way that this 
bill is written at the moment, if the money is gifted, it must be declared, but if it is lent, even without any 
repayment date or interest, it does not need to be declared for over 12 months, as part of the annual return 
process. Have we achieved what we were hoping to achieve with these amendments? That is just one example, 
but I would have thought that the effectiveness of the transparency measures contained in the bill, which is one 
of the items that the committee could consider, is a matter that would be useful for this house to examine. 
As Hon Simon O’Brien explained, one of the good things is that our committee system can do it. I have not seen 
Hon Simon O’Brien in such good flight tearing apart a government bill since I saw him sitting on this side of the 
house. It was almost as though he had got his old manual out and was back into it. It reminded me of some of the 
things that we need to remember on this side of the house when scrutinising government legislation. 
The final matter that we need to look at, as mentioned in the motion to refer this bill to a committee, is the 
Henry VIII clause. It was suggested earlier in the debate that some of us might wax lyrical about 
Henry VIII clauses. I always thought that the best way of describing to members Henry VIII clauses was to give 
them a bit of homework to go and put into Hansard “Henry VIII clauses and Peter Foss” or “Henry VIII clauses 
and George Cash”. 
Hon Sue Ellery: What about Derrick Tomlinson? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Or Derrick Tomlinson. All three of them — 
Hon Helen Morton: Life moves on. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What a trite and ridiculous comment! With Henry VIII clauses, the primacy of 
Parliament to enact legislation does not change, minister. What a ridiculous statement! I will make that one of 
the comments I will get out of Hansard and put into my top drawer to quote back to the minister at some point, if 
she comes back to this place in the next Parliament and sits on this side of the house. 
Hon Helen Morton: I won’t be over there. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, you probably will not win the number three spot if you are on this side, which is the 
likely outcome at the moment. 
The fact is that Henry VIII clauses are not a matter about which the minister should be making trite comments in 
the house. 
Hon Helen Morton: Did your leader support it? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Support what? 
Several members interjected. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do not know what my leader in the other place did. 
Hon Helen Morton interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! Hon Ken Travers is addressing a very narrow 
debate here, and members should not distract him from doing so. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I know that my comments on this bill will be far more complimentary about my leader, 
both explicitly and implicitly, compared with comments that Hon Simon O’Brien made, which were clearly an 
attack on both his leader and the minister. I agree with him absolutely in some parts; but, as I pointed out earlier, 
I do not agree with everything that he said, although there were some merits in those attacks. If the minister 
wants to adopt that approach, maybe the answer is to come back into this place and move to abolish the upper 
house. Members in this place, whether on the Labor side or the Liberal side, should defend this place, regardless 
of what people do in the lower house. I am not surprised that members of the Assembly would be prepared to 
support a Henry VIII clause, because the government is formed in the Assembly. They are the ones who will be 
able to rewrite the legislation without recourse to this chamber. Of course the Legislative Assembly wants to 
rewrite legislation by regulation without recourse to the upper house, because that is what a Henry VIII clause is 
all about—taking away the primacy and powers of the house of review to have a say in legislation and to allow it 
to be done by regulation. Who gets to write regulations? It is the government. Where is the government formed? 
It is formed in the other place. Is it any surprise that members in the other place do not place the same primacy 
and importance on issues around Henry VIII clauses as members in this place do? Liberal and Labor government 
and opposition members in this place have always taken a strong view about Henry VIII clauses. Clearly, this 
minister does not; clearly, this minister disregards it. I do not disregard that view, and I come back to the point. 
The homework for members is to go away and do a Hansard search for Henry VIII clauses and read the 
speeches of Hon Peter Foss, Hon Derrick Tomlinson and Hon George Cash. They far more eloquently point out 
the problems and evils of a Henry VIII clause and why it is so wrong. 
Hon Kate Doust: And the uniform legislation committee has made ongoing comments about it. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: It has made regular comments about Henry VIII clauses, which is all the more reason 
that this bill needs to be referred to the committee, with a specific provision for it to look at clause 25, which is 
a blatant Henry VIII clause. Subclause (3) states — 

Regulations made under subsection (2) may provide that specified provisions of a written law — 
(a) do not apply to or in relation to any matter; 

That is legislation by regulation. I always thought that in a bicameral system, in which Parliament has primacy, 
both houses of Parliament make legislation. This is an issue that is regularly brought up in this place and an area 
in which we should be defending this house, and that is why this bill should be referred to a committee. 
The Labor side is about trying to find the balance between the fundamental issue of wanting to be a responsible 
opposition and not frustrating the government’s agenda in trying to establish capital city legislation. As poorly 
drafted as it may be in the eyes of Hon Simon O’Brien—I agree with him on some points, although I am not 
quite as harsh as he is on that point—it is clear that the bill should not be passed without determining its 
adequacy. I hope that we will get support for this bill being referred to the committee from those of us who 
support the principle of capital city legislation and from those who oppose it. I think that sending the bill to the 
committee will help dispel some of the stuff going on in the broader community. If members support this 
motion, it might come back as better legislation and finally there will have been a proper process that allowed 
the people of Subiaco to have their voice heard, and that will strengthen the bill as a result. There is nothing to be 
feared by those of us who support the bill in seeing it go to a committee to allow those proper issues to be 
addressed. Those who oppose the bill should also support this bill being referred to a committee, because if they 
allow it to go to a committee, it will come back with recommendations, and it may be that one of its 
recommendations is that the bill is so poorly drafted and has been through such poor consultation by the minister 
that the consultation has not been adequate, that a whole range of issues still need to be addressed and that this 
house should reject the bill. I say to those members whose fundamental position is that they do not want this bill 
to pass that they should support the motion to refer the bill to committee. If they let the committee look at the 
concerns they have with this bill, it may be that it comes back with a better bill. We have seen plenty of 
examples in which both governments and oppositions have considered the work of a committee in that 
environment, away from the hurly-burly of politics. We have all seen committees work in a very positive way to 
deal with these matters. It may be that that is the outcome. As I say, I hope that, fundamentally, we can salvage 
something out of this bill that will allow us to have capital city legislation, because I think it is a good step. 
I would love lots of legislation that goes through this place to become better than it is, but that is the product of 
members opposite being in government and this side being in opposition. An opposition can move a government 
only so far—you can take it to the mountain but you cannot make it drink! That is enough of mixed metaphors! 
Several members interjected. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I thought that would get members going! 
Let us allow the bipartisan work of the committee to go on. Four fundamental issues in this bill need to be 
addressed by the committee and that will give a better outcome. This bill will end up being better legislation for 
having been sent to the committee and it will be a good outcome for my constituents who live within the 
City of Subiaco about how their legitimate issues will be addressed, because that still has not happened. The 
issues and impacts of this bill on those people have not been explained by the minister. He has not told us how 
he has consulted, so the adequacy of that consultation needs to be put out there and people like the 
Mayor of Subiaco given the opportunity to put forward their views to the committee. I would have thought that 
the government, in the spirit of the cooperation shown by the opposition to support the fundamental principle of 
the bill about capital city legislation, would also then, as a quid pro quo, support the referral motion. I hope and 
look forward to government support for this motion. 
HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [5.58 pm]: The Greens will be supporting the motion to refer 
the City of Perth Bill 2015 to the Standing Committee on Legislation, even though we oppose the bill for many 
of the same reasons that have already been outlined by the National Party. This is not my second reading 
contribution. The bill as it stands is something that the Greens cannot support because the principles of forced 
amalgamation are held within this legislation. But, as this place operates, notwithstanding one’s principal policy 
position about a piece of legislation, it is always really important, and always inherently good, wherever 
possible, to make sure that with any legislation that comes before this place—even if we oppose it, and we read 
the numbers—we have the opportunity to improve it or to allow the community, in this case some of the local 
governments in the immediate area, to have their views heard. It is beholden on us, notwithstanding our 
opposition, to allow this bill to go to the committee so that those people who have concerns and would like to see 
some of those concerns addressed or even resolved have the ability to present to a committee. That is the very 
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short and simple reasoning behind our support for the bill going to committee and supporting the motion moved 
by Hon Alanna Clohesy. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm  
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: We are dealing with a motion without notice to discharge and refer the 
City of Perth Bill 2015, moved by Hon Alanna Clohesy. I understand that Hon Robin Chapple was on his feet 
just before the dinner break, is that correct? 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I think I might have concluded, but I will reiterate my position. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Okay, I give the call to Hon Robin Chapple! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: As I said, the Greens will support this referral motion and we do so not because we 
support the legislation, but because the purpose of this place, as we have often said, and it was said by 
Hon Norman Moore in his valedictory speech, is that it is a house of review. All legislation, whether supported 
or not, should be properly investigated if it is the will of this place. There are many components of this 
legislation that make it important for it to go to a committee, notwithstanding our fundamental opposition, which 
is similar to that of the National Party, that this legislation by its nature is a compulsory piece of legislation that 
I consider goes against the Dadour provisions and also the integrity of local government to be able to be its own 
determinant of boundaries. Obviously, there are some components of this legislation regarding the management 
of the University of Western Australia. Just to chuck it over holus-bolus into the City of Perth might not be the 
right outcome, and referring the legislation to the committee would enable some of the other councils that have 
an interest in this area to make representation to the committee. It would also enable the City of Subiaco to 
present to the committee some matters of concern about its future financial position. 
The other point that has been touched on by some other members to a degree are Henry VIII clauses. I remind 
members that those of us who serve on the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation are from time to 
time faced with Henry VIII clauses. As I think Hon Ken Travers mentioned, members in this house during the 
period I served were very strident on Henry VIII clauses and would march back into the chamber irrespective of 
whether or not it was their government putting forward a Henry VIII clause and arguing the case of it. We have 
to remember that it was the Statutes of Proclamations 1539 that gave King Henry VIII the power to legislate by 
proclamation. Those aspects of delegated or secondary legislation that give effect to change the principle of the 
act are not supported in any Westminster system. I remind members of a number of reports that the delegated 
legislation committee has brought forward in this regard raising concerns about Henry VIII clauses, and quite 
clearly in clause 25 “Transitional regulations”, especially subclauses (2) and (3), we see significant examples of 
what we could call Henry VIII clauses, which will probably give rise to the committee at some stage having to 
review them, make recommendations and give a response to the house on this matter. I think those matters 
definitely need to go before committee, regardless of whether we or the Nationals support the legislation. I urge 
the Nationals whilst opposing the legislation to consider the values of allowing the City of Subiaco and the 
committee to evaluate these components of the legislation set out in the referral by Hon Alanna Clohesy. 
HON MARTIN PRITCHARD (North Metropolitan) [7.37 pm]: I am going to make only a brief speech today 
on the City of Perth Bill 2015, but because the constituents of Subiaco are in my electorate, I think it is important 
that I put my views on record. It is always important when looking at legislation to weigh up the pros and cons, 
because often there are winners and losers, and it is really a matter trying to look at the broader picture of how it 
affects the community as a whole. It is not always easy, because the easy way for me would have been not to 
stand up and nobody would have known whether or not I supported the bill, but it is incumbent upon members 
here to consider legislation. Also, I think it is an important principle of an opposition to try to support good 
legislation. I do not think oppositions should always just be obstructionist; they should support good legislation 
and they should try to improve legislation when they can and oppose it if there is no opportunity to get some 
improvement. We saw an example of steadfast opposition just recently in the chamber. I have mixed feelings 
about this bill and that is why I am very pleased to indicate that I will support the referral motion. As I said, there 
are responsibilities on the opposition and there are responsibilities on the government, and I think the 
government has dropped the ball a little bit with regards to bringing this legislation in the form that it is into the 
other house and this one. I mentioned that there is a responsibility on the opposition—ourselves, Labor—but the 
responsibility I think lies more heavily on the government, particularly when it can rely on majority votes in both 
houses, so it can really get almost all legislation through that it chooses to. If the government has that power, it 
needs to treat it wisely, and when it brings legislation to this place, it needs to do so after deep consideration. 
I have indicated that I am a little bit torn on this bill and that is why, as I said, I support the referral motion. I see 
and believe that there are some pluses. I think that the roles of the Lord Mayor and council of the City of Perth 
are much bigger than those of other councils. I think that those roles should be enshrined in legislation that 
supports them in their roles. I think that having a City of Perth Bill 2015, as other cities around Australia have 
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capital city legislation, is a good thing. That leads me to the view that I should support the bill and it was my 
intention to support the bill. I wish to put that on record. 
I may not agree with other members who have spoken on this issue, but the bill also addresses some of the issues 
about, for instance, the University of Western Australia. Maybe I am looking at it simplistically but it seems to 
me that that the university should be under one council. Whether that should be Perth or another council, I am 
not sure, but having all the university in the City of Perth will be a result. The minister talked about the need to 
have a place of excellence with regard to health. Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre and Perth Children’s 
Hospital will therefore be included in the City of Perth and I tend to agree with that. I am a little bit in the 
balance again about the announcements that were made about Royal Perth Hospital. For me, it certainly served 
my father well in recent times and it seems to be a place of excellence, so I was a little bit torn about that. 
Another issue with the bill that I saw as a plus—again, maybe not as other people have—was having Kings Park 
in the City of Perth. We want to bring people into the city on the basis of tourism and it will be a plus if the city 
can integrate better with Kings Park. I am in favour of that. 

The bill came through the other place with a number of amendments that the Labor Party put forward. They went 
to improve the bill, which swayed me a little bit more in my view that I should support the bill. One of the 
amendments concerned accountability. I was very pleased to read an article from 16 September about the 
City of Gosnells that seemed to have taken up a number of things that are already in this bill prior to it being 
passed. It states — 

THE decision for the City of Gosnells to publish registered gifts online was met with applause from an 
enthusiastic and supportive gallery at the council meeting last Tuesday. 

Councillor Terry Healy proposed that the City’s chief executive make Gosnells’ elected member and 
employee gift register publicly accessible in electronic form on the website. 

I thought that was a good amendment and, again, it swayed me to the point of supporting the bill. But that does 
not mean that there are not concerns. I have a number of concerns about the bill, which is why I am very, very 
pleased to support the referral motion. My concerns almost exclusively revolve around the residents who will be 
pulled out of Subiaco and placed into the City of Perth. I believe that it was not forecast in either the minister’s 
second reading speech or throughout the bill. It seems to have been a side consequence, but I hope that is not 
what it was. The concerns that I had to balance against what I saw as the positives include the aspects of how the 
bill affects the City of Subiaco’s loss of income, which is indicating a $44 million loss over 10 years; the 
probable rise in rates; and the probable reduction in services. What almost swayed me to oppose the bill was the 
lack of consultation. This is why I was so pleased with this motion to refer the bill to a committee because part of 
it goes to the core of my concern. Paragraph (1)(a) states — 

(a) the extent and adequacy of consultation undertaken by the Minister for Local Government and 
the Government with the City of Subiaco regarding the transfer of electors to the new 
City of Perth; 

That is the core of my concern. I have received, as I think all members would have done, emails expressing 
concerns about the lack of consultation with the City of Subiaco. I will not read through them because I think 
members will probably have received them. I am not going to guess at where the problems lay with that. Like 
everything, it is probably a little on both sides. However, clearly, the obligation was on the minister and his 
department to make sure that he had that consultation with the City of Subiaco and, more particularly, with the 
residents of the area that is to be seconded into the City of Perth. It is not acceptable, in my view, to say that the 
City of Subiaco made it hard to meet. I think there was one meeting in May 2015 between a number of people 
from the minister’s department and the City of Subiaco prior to the drafting of the bill. Letters were sent 
backwards and forwards confirming that the meeting had occurred and indicating that more information would 
come out and more meetings were to come, which never happened. Again, I will not say that that was all the 
minister’s fault because there was probably some reluctance on both sides, but given that the government is 
introducing this legislation, it needs to take responsibility for making sure that it gets out there to explain its 
intentions and legislation. It needs to do the consultation that is needed. Processes should be put in place to make 
sure that people have their say. 

The fundamental problem I have with this bill is the level of consultation. I indicated before that I was going to 
support the bill, but it did not mean that I did not have this concern. No amount of saying, “It’s his fault” or “It’s 
their fault” will make me believe that it is not the government’s fault; it is the government’s fault. For the reason 
that I do not believe adequate consultation has taken place, I think this motion should be supported. It will give 
the residents and the City of Subiaco an opportunity to make sure that they have the consultation that they should 
have had prior to the bill coming into this place. 
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I indicated that I had a number of emails from residents, as we all have, and I have followed up some of those. It 
is probably not my role here to express what concerns they have about the measures that will directly affect 
them, but one of the issues that I have come across is that the City of Subiaco residents have no community of 
interest with people who live in the inner city but they do have that where they are now. It was mentioned before, 
and it was also mentioned to me, that one of the alternatives if the lines on the map could not match up—I hate 
being driven by lines on a map—was for those residents to become part of the City of Nedlands. That would go 
a long way to satisfying a lot of the concerns that were raised with me. The residents like Subiaco; they have 
been with the City of Subiaco for a long time but it is a fact that they will be governed by the City of Perth. 
I accept that the City of Perth, as I mentioned previously in my contribution, has a much bigger role than what 
the City of Subiaco or the City of Nedlands would have with regard to the responsibility of their ratepayers. The 
City of Perth has a different type of ratepayer. Different people live within the City of Perth. The City of Perth 
does not have a ward structure, so ratepayers will not have a particular councillor to assist them. These things 
have been raised with me. The people in the western suburbs have a community of interest, which it wants to 
keep. Almost aside from the main event, the government wants to whip these people out of there and completely 
change the way in which they reside, which is very shabby. 

I wish to refer to Hon Robin Chapple’s comments about the Nationals. I hope the Nationals take a broader view 
of this issue and support the referral of the bill to a committee. It is a way of making sure that the people who 
need to get a say do get a say. It is very good to take a principled stand against different things but at the end of 
the day, we need to try to get a good result for these residents. That is what we are here for. I hope that the 
Nationals support the motion to refer the bill to a committee. 

As I said, the only way I can describe what I think has happened in this circumstance is shabby. I hope that we 
take steps to try to ensure that we repair that as best we can for the people who are most affected by this. I heard 
the Premier said, “At least we got it done.” I understand that concept. I hope the government aspires to 
something better than that and can say, “At least we got it right.” That is what we really need to do; we need to 
get it right. This is a short contribution but for those reasons, I ask members in this chamber to support the 
referral motion. I think it is the only way we can give people a voice. In my view, it is a pity that this has evolved 
as it has. Apart from that particular issue, I have not heard too much in opposition to the bill. Maybe I have not 
been out enough. This issue is really creating problems. If it was dealt with appropriately, I think we could then 
move ahead and introduce the bill that is worthwhile passing. 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [7.53 pm]: I rise this evening to reiterate the position of the 
Nationals. I acknowledge the speakers who have spoken both to the amendment to the referral motion and to the 
referral motion before us tonight. Those members have raised a number of valid issues that are worthy of 
consideration. Not all of them were valid issues but a number of them were. However, I think our position is 
fundamentally different from those arguing for a referral to a committee. In our view, we already have an 
orderly, considered and detailed process of affecting boundary change in local government—that is, submitting 
a proposal under schedule 2.1 of the Local Government Act 1995. The Minister for Local Government would 
know that he has the power to submit a proposal under the act because he invited local governments to submit 
proposals just as he submitted proposals under the provisions of the Local Government Act during the recent 
local government reform process. Interestingly, the City of Perth Bill 2015 was introduced into the other place 
on 21 May last year. If the minister had referred this matter to the Local Government Advisory Board under 
schedule 2.1, the reality would be that by now he would have received a comprehensive report from the 
Local Government Advisory Board on the proposed boundary change to the City of Perth and to the other local 
governments affected. The advisory board would have considered a range of issues and concerns, many of which 
were detailed today and this evening. It would have engaged in a proper process of consultation with the 
community, with those local governments and with ratepayers. I have heard consistently from the speakers who 
have spoken about the lack of consultation that has occurred. This is the right process to effect boundary change 
in local government. That would have protected the interests of all parties whilst engaging in a proper 
consultation process. The minister need not have worried about the poll provisions because under the 
Local Government Act, the poll provisions are only effective when two or more districts are proposed to be 
abolished. In relation to a simple boundary change, there would not be a requirement or there would not be 
access to poll provisions under the Local Government Act for those that could trigger them. 

Hon Martin Pritchard talked extensively about consultation and community interest, amongst other matters. We 
have a different view about the way in which this bill should be dealt with. Our view is that the bill should be 
defeated. We will oppose the referral of the bill and the bill itself. For those members who are truly opposed to 
forced reform, many of them making arguments for the reasons forced reform should not be used, there is 
another way of dealing with this: they should join us in defeating the referral motion and defeating the bill before 
us tonight. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 23 February 2016] 

 p583b-606a 
Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Rick Mazza; Hon Ken 

Travers; Hon Martin Pritchard; Hon Liz Behjat; Hon Lynn MacLaren 

 [10] 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [7.57 pm]: At this stage 
I understand that we are still talking about the referral motion. There may be a chance for me to speak on the 
substantive motion later, depending on who gets up and talks on that. My comments at this stage are really about 
why the government will not support the referral of the City of Perth Bill 2015 to a committee. 

Some of the conversations that have taken place, I think even from my side of the house, have been around 
people just not being comfortable with the changes that are taking place. I will give a couple of examples of that 
in a minute. The one that really sticks out in my mind in this planning process is what is referred to as the 
Crawley finger, which was put in place many years ago to enable people to have access to water. Barges could 
pull up and people could bring their goods and services into the town of Subiaco or whatever it was called then. 
Those waterways were essential then. Things change and cities evolve and develop. Our legislation has to be 
able to evolve and develop with it. That is what this legislation is about. 

Hon Ken Travers: Where did you learn this bit of history from? Where are you quoting this history from? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am not quoting it; I know it. I have been told about it and I have been informed of it. 

Let us go a bit further. That is why this bill is important. It is more than a boundary change; it is about the 
necessity of having capital city status in Western Australia for the first time ever. I think most people other than 
the Nationals support that. It is the only mainland state capital that does not have this legislation in place. It is 
about ensuring that Perth is recognised as a gateway city for the whole of Western Australia and that it has the 
appropriate status and the appropriate legislation that goes with that. In that role, it therefore determines that 
people such as the councillors have a bigger role than a normal local government councillor. The mayor has 
a different role as well. That is spelt out quite fully in the bill.  

A lot of people have talked about the consultation or lack of consultation. Hon Martin Aldridge said that this bill 
was introduced in the other place in May last year. It was debated in November, so that is at least four months 
ago. Members have referred to people contacting them. I assume that means that people have come and spoken 
to members about their issues with the bill. I am also aware that there has been quite a lot of consultation. When 
I say “quite a lot,” it seems more like a lot of attempts at consultation. I refer to a letter dated 12 June 2015 to the 
Mayor of the City of Subiaco from the Minister for Local Government, which states — 

Thank you for your letter dated 25 May 2015 regarding your concerns about the proposed City of Perth 
Act. 

I note your comment that consultation on the Act is yet to occur. I am advised that officers of my 
Department of Local Government and Communities made several attempts to arrange a meeting with 
the City of Subiaco’s Chief Executive Officer, Mr Ian Hill, to discuss the content of the Act prior to its 
Introduction to Parliament 

I recognise the concerns of Subiaco’s South Ward residents and appreciate their loyalty to, and 
identification with, the City of Subiaco. As you may be aware, the Local Government Act … only 
allows for a poll where there is to be an amalgamation of local governments, not in the case of 
a boundary change. However, I am confident that the City of Perth will continue to provide a level of 
service to meet the expectations of all its ratepayers. 

Hon Ken Travers: The minister can provide for a poll. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes, but all I am saying about consultation is that I have seen quite a few letters that 
have gone backwards and forwards between the two parties, and I think Hon Martin Pritchard acknowledged that 
that had been taking place, even though people are saying that they did not get enough consultation. From what 
I have been able to see and from what I have been advised, I do not believe that there has been a lack of an 
attempt to consult, and that includes with the City of Subiaco. Opposition members are probably going to ask, 
“What about the individual residents?” I am just saying that that is what I understand the situation to be with the 
City of Subiaco. 

Hon Ken Travers: Has the government undertaken studies of the impacts on the financial viability of the 
City of Subiaco? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I will get around to that in a minute when I talk about a few things to do with 
finances. 

The issue about consultation is real—I am not denying that—but I am saying that in these matters, sometimes it 
takes two to tango. Although Hon Martin Pritchard said that it is the government’s fault that there has been no 
consultation, I get the impression from the correspondence I have read that significant attempts have been made 
to consult; nevertheless, people did not want to and people did not want that to happen. 
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I am aware also that the member for Nedlands extensively doorknocked residents in his local area. He told me 
that the majority of residents he came into contact with had little or no interest in the matter. He indicated that 
the majority of them were renters, that they had an involvement with either the university or the hospital-based 
services in that area, and that they saw themselves as short-term residents. When I say “short-term”, I mean 
a couple of years—they do not own the houses they live in. 

Hon Martin Pritchard: Sixteen per cent. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes. He said that they were people who wanted to move on and did not show a great 
deal of interest in the matter. Basically, it boiled down to the fact that they had little or no interest in it. 

Hon Ken Travers read out some comments of the Leader of the Opposition in the other house. I want to expand 
on those comments a little further because he left out some comments that I think are most relevant. The 
Leader of the Opposition in the other place made it clear that the University of Western Australia wanted to be 
under a single local authority and his view was that that would assist with the development and management of 
issues. As members would know, currently UWA is divided between three local government authorities and it 
has been a particularly keen lobbyist on this issue. The Leader of the Opposition in the other place said that he 
thought it would be significant for the university to be able to conduct business and become more efficient and 
potentially attract more students and create more jobs if it were able to operate within a single local government 
authority under the City of Perth. The part of his contribution that interests me the most is when he went on to 
say that he also had been lobbied extensively, as we all have, predominantly by email, by the people of Subiaco 
and that they feel strongly about this. Many of them are upset by the laws, and he accepts that. He said that he 
accepts that there is unhappiness among those people in Subiaco, that he understands that they feel they have 
been let down by both major political parties and that he does not apologise and what have you. However, he 
reiterated, and his words are, that he thought the University of Western Australia’s argument was very powerful 
and that that was an important consideration in the opposition’s deliberations on this issue. He said that although 
the people affected in Subiaco are unhappy, he thought the greater good would be achieved if we could 
accomplish all those other things, plus the unification of the University of WA under one local government area. 
Hon Ken Travers: You’re not quoting from a debate in the other place, are you? 
Hon HELEN MORTON: I am trying to paraphrase it, but using his words in about the same way that 
Hon Ken Travers did. 
The Leader of the Opposition in the other place made it absolutely clear that the Labor Party are absolutely 
supportive of this bill despite how the people of Subiaco feel about it. Along with everybody else, I am sorry that 
some people feel they are going to be the losers out of this arrangement, but the outcome will create a change 
that is needed for the greater good, as Mark McGowan mentions, and the bill should go forward. 
I want to make some further comments. I thought I would mention the word “redefine”. I immediately went to 
Google to see how it is defined. “Redefined” means to define again or differently. It is about “differently” here; 
it is defining what is different from how it was before, and that is with UWA, Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital and 
Kings Park brought into the boundary. The boundary has been redefined in that it is different from where it was. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: Right; that’s clear! 
Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes. 
I now have a difficult comment to make. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Is that the definition of “vibrant”? 
Hon HELEN MORTON: No, the next one is—I want to be clear about this. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
Hon HELEN MORTON: It is part of the issue about why we should not refer the bill to a committee. It bothers 
me that my interpretation of what I have heard from the opposition on this matter is that it wants to send the bill 
to a committee mostly on the issue of consultation with the Subiaco people but it is going to pass the bill 
anyway—that is, it is good to let the people of Subiaco have a say on the bill, but we are going to pass it anyway. 
There is a real element of tokenism in that approach that bothers me immensely. We are just absolutely — 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members. The minister has the call. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: I knew opposition members would find that uncomfortable to hear, but it is the truth. 
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Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: That call for order refers to both sides of the house. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: I think Hon Ken Travers raised issues about taking the bill to a committee to see how 
the transport plans and the planning for activity centres and whatever else could come together to make sure that 
they are in the correct alignment. If he were to look at the Directions 2031 plan, he would find that the planning 
work has been done. I will get the member a copy of that document if he wants it. 
Hon Ken Travers: You don’t understand the links between transport, land and land-use management plans. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: Hon Ken Travers is such an expert on everything! I can tell him that wiser people 
than he have had input into that. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! It makes it difficult for Hansard when everyone is talking over 
the top of each other. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. 
Members opposite said also that we need to send this bill to a committee so that we can find out about what will 
happen to the staff. The transfer of staff is covered by the existing Local Government Act, so there is no issue 
about the staff. Members also made comments about the transparency of costs. I will come back to that in 
a moment. 
Probably the second largest amount of comment about the bill was about the Henry V clause. 
Hon Ken Travers: Henry VIII! 
Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes; Henry VIII. I am getting my Henrys mixed up! 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! The minister has the call. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Let me talk about the Henry VIII clause. There have been a number of occasions on 
which Henry VIII clauses have been inserted in legislation. In the last six months, legislation has been passed by 
all members of this house that had in it a Henry VIII clause. The reason we need a Henry VIII clause in this bill 
is that unforeseeable problems might arise from this restructure, particularly as this bill also repeals a previous 
restructuring act. Clause 25—the Henry VIII clause—is in the bill as a catch-all clause to cover things that have 
not been considered or found out or thought about. A committee could not necessarily find out what those things 
are. Therefore, even if this bill were sent to a committee, we would still need a Henry VIII clause in the bill. 
I will give members some examples. Only one regulation was made under the equivalent power in the 
City of Perth Restructuring Act 1993. The purpose of that regulation was to enable the appointment of an acting 
town clerk. There are two examples of how this power has been useful in preventing disadvantage to an 
individual affected by an act. Those examples are the Swan and Canning Rivers (Transitional) Regulations 2007, 
regulation 3, headed “Pending Part 5 development applications”, and the Teacher Registration (General) 
Regulations 2012, which provide that teachers taken to be registered on commencement day do not need to meet 
requirements for teaching qualifications when renewing that registration. 

I refer also to a comment from the High Court decision of ACDO Constructions Pty Ltd v Goudappel [2014] 
HCA [18] Gagler J, which states in part — 

… parliamentary oversight, together with the scope for judicial review of the exercise of the regulation-
making power, diminishes the utility of the pejorative labelling of the empowering provisions as 
“Henry VIII clauses”. The empowering provisions reflect not a return to the executive autocracy of 
a Tudor monarch, but the striking of a legislated balance between flexibility and accountability in the 
working out of the detail of replacing one modern complex statutory scheme with another. 

We can see from these examples that we need to provide flexibility when we are transitioning from one piece of 
legislation to another. 

In addition, all regulations are considered by the Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation and are open to 
scrutiny, and if the committee believes that a regulation is outside the scope intended by Parliament, it can be 
disallowed. Therefore, the fact that this bill contains a Henry VIII clause is not a reason to send this bill to 
a committee. 

Hon Simon O’Brien expressed concern about what will happen with Kings Park and wanted this bill to be sent to 
a committee so that it could examine that matter. I think Hon Martin Pritchard also raised that concern. I have 
looked at this quite extensively, and in my notes — 
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Hon Stephen Dawson: Are they your notes? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Pardon? 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Do you write your notes yourself? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Sometimes; I scribble on them, anyway. 

There will be no change to Kings Park. Kings Park will continue to be governed by the Botanic Gardens and 
Parks Authority under the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority Act 1998. The City of Perth local laws will not 
apply in Kings Park. Therefore, the concern raised by Hon Simon O’Brien about how the City of Perth might 
want to do certain things in Kings Park is not well founded. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Then why put it in the City of Perth Bill? Why not leave Kings Park to stand alone as it is 
now? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is part and parcel of the reason for this bill. This bill is about what is iconic 
about Perth as the gateway city to Western Australia. One of the most iconic things about Perth is Kings Park. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You are talking about incorporating it into a local government area. Everyone knows it is 
in Perth. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No. 

Hon Ken Travers: So we are going to put it in and then take it out to make sure it has no impact! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I will talk about rates and financial issues when we get to the substantial section of 
the bill. The reason I wanted to respond now is to tell members why the government will not be supporting the 
referral motion. 

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Deputy President (Hon Adele Farina) casting her vote with the ayes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (14) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Sue Ellery Hon Rick Mazza Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Adele Farina Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Samantha Rowe (Teller) 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Martin Pritchard  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Sally Talbot  
 

Noes (17) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Jim Chown Hon Dave Grills Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Ken Baston Hon Peter Collier Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Brian Ellis Hon Mark Lewis  
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Donna Faragher Hon Robyn McSweeney  
Hon Paul Brown Hon Nick Goiran Hon Michael Mischin  
 

            
Pairs 

 Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson Hon Alyssa Hayden 
 Hon Darren West Hon Col Holt 
 
Question put and negatived. 

Second Reading Resumed 
HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [8.20 pm]: I have not had a chance yet to outline our position 
on the City of Perth Bill 2015, and I think other members also have not had that opportunity, as we have been 
talking mainly about referring the bill to a committee. The City of Perth Bill recognises Perth as the capital of 
Western Australia and the special significance of the role and responsibilities of the City of Perth that flow from 
Perth’s status as a capital. I do not have a particular problem with the notion of a capital city bill. In that regard, 
the bill provides for the continuation of the City of Perth and sets out the objectives of the City of Perth. It sets 
out the constitution of the City of Perth council and specifies the roles and responsibilities of the City of Perth 
Lord Mayor and councillors. It establishes a City of Perth Committee, with functions that include the facilitation 
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of collaboration between the state and the City of Perth, and sets out its membership. It specifies the boundaries 
of the enlarged City of Perth, including the University of Western Australia, which I quite clearly understand has 
a series of issues with the number of different local authorities that deal with the area, and I will talk a bit more 
about that shortly; Kings Park; the Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre; and the new Perth Children’s Hospital. 
These boundaries will take effect on 1 July 2015. It also provides for the election of the mayor. 
The bill sets out to change the duration of the enrolment of non-residential-occupier electors and provides for 
a penalty for failing to inform the City of Perth of a change in non-residential elector enrolment eligibility. It sets 
out transitional provisions necessary, including the capacity to make regulations for the purpose of dealing with 
transitional matters and providing the City of Subiaco with the ability to undertake a review of its ward 
boundaries—which, I point out, the City of Subiaco did not have on its agenda until this bill was introduced—
and council numbers prior to the boundary change coming into effect. 
The bill will repeal the City of Perth Restructuring Act 1993 and make consequential amendments to other 
legislation, including the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority Act 1998. If the bill is passed, the effective day 
will be either 1 July 2016 or 1 July 2017. I think there was some comment about the fact that it would be the 
latter, but I need to get that clarified. 
Hon Ken Travers: Is that correct, minister—that it may not be until 1 July 2017? 
Hon Helen Morton: No. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: There is a date issue about the final decision on the passage of the legislation, so it 
really depends when the Governor — 
Hon Helen Morton: No; it will be effective from 1 July 2016. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It will be. That has clarified that. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members, I apologise for interrupting the debate, but I have a correction to make. 
The outcome of the division was 17 noes and 14 ayes, not the 13 called. I just need to correct the record. We 
have recounted and it was definitely 14 ayes. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Can we recount again? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I do not think the odds are going to get any better! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Obviously, as the bill was not referred to a committee, we are dealing with the second 
reading debate. 

The amendments passed in the Legislative Assembly include the removal of clause 37, which required the 
Local Government Advisory Board to have consideration for the role of the City of Perth as a capital city when 
considering any proposals for boundary changes; the effective replacement of clause 37 with new clause 15A—
now clause 16—which states that any further changes to the City of Perth boundaries shall require an act of 
Parliament; the removal of clauses 20 and 21, which would have removed the automatic expiration of 
non-residential enrolments for the City of Perth electoral roll; and the imposition of transparency and reporting 
requirements of substantial gifts to be applied to all local governments, which is in division 4 of new part 4. 

I have said already—I think the Nationals are with us on this—that we are against any forced amalgamations. All 
the correspondence that we have received to our office suggests that this is a forced amalgamation. The 
City of Perth Bill does not have the support of the communities involved, and I think that is important. It might 
have the support of the City of Perth and the people who make up the Perth city precinct, and that is mainly large 
businesses in their ivory towers, but the residents who will be affected by this bill—namely, those in Subiaco—
do not have a voice in this matter. The bill is a forced boundary adjustment without consultation with the 
affected communities. In that regard, I would like to refer to some correspondence I received from the 
City of Subiaco. It states — 

Dear Mr Chapple, 

CITY OF PERTH BILL — FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

In my previous correspondence with you I have outlined the City of Subiaco’s concerns with the 
proposed City of Perth Act, which will have significant consequences for the City of Subiaco. 

It goes on to say — 

Once again, I urge you to carefully consider the ramifications of the City of Perth Bill, which is a forced 
boundary adjustment without consultation with the affected communities. 
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There are several more letters with different dates from the City of Subiaco. I want to turn to one letter that 
I received on 12 February 2016. Again, it is from the Subiaco council in relation to the City of Perth Bill 2015 
and the Henry VIII clause — 

In my earlier correspondence, I advised that the city will be severely disadvantaged should this bill be 
enacted. There is a projected loss of … $44,000,000 over ten years and significant loss of staff jobs. 
Council will be looking at how it can mitigate this loss through a cut in services and rate rises. 

The bill does not consider or address the above and relies on Clause 25 of the bill to deal with 
transitional matters, which in essence states regulations could be made if there is insufficient provision 
in the act. The Local Government Act 1995, Schedule 2.1 deals with the transitional arrangements for 
boundary adjustments; however under the City of Perth Bill 2015, Clause 5, this act would prevail over 
the Local Government Act to the extent of the conflict or inconstancy. It certainly is not clear to my 
Council what the transitional arrangements are and whether there are going to be regulations to cover 
the transitional arrangements for assets, staff and liabilities between the City of Subiaco and the 
City of Perth. 

Once again I request that due to the confusion over transitional arrangements, you do not support this 
bill. 

The Subiaco council had that to say. There were a number of letters from the Subiaco council. I may also talk 
about its latest minutes shortly, which go on to articulate the degree of the implication of costs to the council 
associated with what is, in essence, a forced boundary change. 

The Town of Claremont has also written to me and stated that it opposes the boundary changes. It said that 
residents should be allowed to decide whether they want to become part of the City of Perth, and that the 
operations of the University of Western Australia, Queen Elizabeth II Medical Centre and Kings Park have no 
known problems. I might disagree with that because my office has received representation from UWA, which is 
concerned by the multiple administrative arrangements around the boundaries of the various councils that 
intersect the UWA precinct. However, I would point out that whilst this bill takes out the UWA campus, a lot of 
the ancillary accommodation associated with the university and other functions are not taken out, so it again is 
not absolutely pure. I will talk to some correspondence on that shortly. These are the sorts of things I would have 
hoped a committee could have spent some time looking at. The Town of Claremont made a number of comments 
and I will paraphrase them to a large extent. The letter is dated 16 December 2015 and states — 

Dear Mr Chapple 
… 
The proposal to enact ‘capital city legislation’ to recognise the special role of City of Perth and to 
extend its boundaries is the remaining initiative from the State Government’s unsuccessful local 
government reform process. It probably comes as no surprise that the Bill is causing some serious 
concern. 
The Claremont Council does not oppose the Capital City of Perth Act in principle. The Town accepts 
the recent proposed amendments about public disclosures, and in fact has already accepted my initiative 
of creating an online register without waiting for legislation. 
What we have to oppose and bring to your attention are the changes to the western boundaries of the 
City of Perth to take part of the Cities of Subiaco and Nedlands and remove UWA and QEII from the 
jurisdiction of the western suburbs. 
The Town of Claremont accepts the idea of appropriate legislation to enhance the status and role of 
City of Perth, although you have to wonder if any form of legislation can achieve enhanced status when 
the members of the Perth council so clearly lower the esteem of that City. Leaving aside the failings of 
the elected members of the Perth council and the weaknesses generally of the legislation in achieving 
any real outcomes, there remains something we must ask you to consider very thoughtfully. 

The letter goes on. Basically, it goes to the very crux of what we and the Nationals have been saying—that this 
is, in essence, a forced boundary realignment. The City of Cockburn has also written to me in this regard, but my 
colleague, Hon Lynn MacLaren, will most probably deal with that letter because it falls within her purview. That 
council also opposes the change and wants more community consultation and decision. 
Multiple Subiaco and Nedlands residents have written to me expressing concern. I do not particularly want to go 
through all of those letters, which were sent to all members of Parliament and some federal members of 
Parliament as well, but I have to say that there were some very, very convincing arguments in them. We received 
some correspondence from our federal colleagues to tell us that they had been receiving correspondence. What is 
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quite novel in this day and age is that we actually received a couple of handwritten letters. That shows the 
passion of people when they can find the time to put pen to paper and to not just send an email or a typewritten 
letter. My problem is that, as is often the case with handwritten letters, they are quite difficult to decipher. It 
would be great if I could read this in, but I suggest that it would take a very long time and would need Hansard to 
do a lot of correction afterwards, so I will not put Hansard through those problems. A lot of people raised the 
issue of the Dadour provisions. In that regard, I think we need to go back and look at what the Dadour provisions 
were about when they were introduced; they were there to stop this sort of inappropriate alignment without 
community involvement. The Capital City Citizens’ Committee wrote to us and provided a number of 
documents. Its concerns included the following — 

Lack of any substantial debate on the full extent of the boundary changes, especially with respect to the 
3000 residents of Subiaco who would be forcibly moved into the City of Perth. 

It is also concerned that nothing has been said about how the financial or other effects on the remainder of the 
City of Subiaco should be acknowledged or whether financial compensation should be made. Again, it was quite 
voluminous correspondence and I do not wish to necessarily go through all of it in detail. One interesting, 
important point was made—that in changing the boundaries, Royal Perth Hospital will become part of the 
City of Perth. The committee pointed to an interesting article from 25 November 2015 concerning the 
Minister for Health, Kim Hames, and headed “Royal Perth Hospital to be the centrepiece of new 
East Metropolitan Health service”. Well, blow me down if it is not now the centrepiece of Perth city! The article 
reads — 

Royal Perth Hospital will be the centrepiece of a new East Metropolitan Health Service being created 
by the State Government. 
Perth’s health services are currently divided into north and south metro regions, with separate services 
for child and adolescent health, and country health services. 
The Government said the new East Metropolitan Health Service will also include the new St John of 
God Midland Public Hospital, and hospitals in Bentley, Kalamunda and Armadale. 
In a statement, Health Minister Kim Hames said the new service would help meet the increasing 
demand for services from expanding suburbs like Ellenbrook, Forrestfield and Canning Vale. 
“With Royal Perth Hospital part of the East Metropolitan Health Service, Perth’s eastern suburbs will 
have a service which covers every health need … 

I understand there is already a hospital in the City of Perth, so why we need another one in the City of Perth is 
interesting. They are some of the points and concerns raised by the Capital City Citizens’ Committee. All these 
valid concerns would have been able to be addressed in a committee, and we would have had some debate 
around them. 

I now turn to the financial implications of the City of Perth Bill for the City of Subiaco. I refer to the council 
minutes of Tuesday, 19 January 2016. I can deal with it verbatim, but let me just encapsulate what was said in 
those minutes. Firstly, approximately 3 000 residents from the south ward will be transferred to the City of Perth. 
They will no longer be ratepayers of the City of Subiaco. The City of Subiaco estimates a total revenue loss of 
$4 384 180 for the 2016–17 period. That is in relation to that revenue. Of that, there will be $2 222 100 in rates, 
a $798 260 waste charge, $829 500 in parking revenue, $441 920 in parking fines, $87 320 in general-purpose 
grants and $5 080 in other revenue. A reduction to the city of this magnitude will be approximately $1 636 614, 
leaving a shortfall of $2 747 566. This accumulates to $44 million in lost revenue over a 10-year period and an 
estimated rate increase of seven per cent for the rest of Subiaco’s residents. It would be really lovely if Perth city 
council could pick up that revenue shortfall now being imposed on the City of Subiaco, but I do not think the 
government is interested in doing that and I do not think the City of Perth would be interested in doing it. This 
legislation generally puts pressure on people who have no say. They are not part of the process; they are just, as 
is said in warfare, collateral damage. These people would suffer rate increases at the behest of this piece of 
legislation. 

Hon Helen Morton: Which people are you referring to? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The residents of Subiaco. 

Hon Helen Morton: That are now going — 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No, the people who remain in Subiaco. Because of the loss of revenue, there has to 
end up being a seven per cent increase in rates over the next 10 years. That is a factor that is not dealt with in this 
legislation either, but it is certainly something that could have been reviewed had it gone to a committee. 
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Hon Rick Mazza: Sorry, is it at seven per cent per annum for 10 years or seven per cent over 10 years? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I will have to turn to the minutes and I will tell the member exactly how it works out. 
I knew someone was going to do this and I would have to go right through the minutes. It is in City of Perth 
ordinary council meeting minutes under “C1 Financial Implications: Report from the Chief Executive Officer” 
from 8 January 2016. I cannot find the exact figure at the moment, but it was lifted directly from the minutes. 

Hon Rick Mazza: If it is seven per cent over 10 years, that is actually not too bad. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I think it is seven per cent each year. It will be seven per cent per annum on the 
ratepayers; it has to be, because over 10 years we are looking at a shortfall of $4 million, which is significant. 
I seek leave to table the document so Hansard can try to find exactly where it is. 

Leave granted. [See paper 3855.] 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: When we come to the basic premise of forced amalgamations, there is this get-out 
that this is not a forced amalgamation; it is a boundary realignment. But in essence it is a forced amalgamation 
because the people who are having the boundary realignment do not agree with it. It is a forced realignment, and 
the Dadour provision existed — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Or redefinition. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes. 

The Dadour provision is in schedule 2.1 of the Local Government Act 1995. It refers to how amalgamations 
should be made and it identifies that there should be recommendations by an advisory board, and a whole range 
of different processes can be taken. It does state that the minister may require a poll of electors. This is the nature 
of the fact that it has not been dealt with in this bill. It is an edict; it is not consultation. Past experience of forced 
amalgamations of boundary changes in other jurisdictions right across Australia, whether or not it be other states, 
shows that in most cases there has been no financial benefit. Figures compiled by the Australian Bureau of 
Statistics comparing Victorian local government expenditure between 1991 and 1992, and 1996 and 1997 show 
that in real terms the operating costs have increased, so strong grounds exist to argue that local communities 
have not made any substantial economic gains. I refer to the working paper produced in March 2010 called 
“Historical Evolution of Local Government Amalgamation in Victoria, Tasmania and South Australia” by 
Ian Tiley and Brian Dollery. There is this notion that amalgamations or realignments are for economic benefits, 
but as we can quite clearly see here, the City of Subiaco over a 10-year period will be $44 million in the red. Our 
position all along has been that boundary realignments are forced amalgamations by deceit and in that regard we 
cannot support this piece of legislation. 

Having said that, the other point we talked about already is Henry VIII clauses, and we note again that they were 
raised as a significant point in the motion by Hon Alanna Clohesy to refer the legislation to committee. I think, 
for the edification of some members who do not understand what Henry VIII clauses are, they are a provision 
that was established in the Statute of Proclamations in 1539 that gave King Henry VIII the power to legislate by 
proclamation—the power to legislate against parliamentary process. The House of Lords’ Delegated Powers and 
Regulatory Reform Committee in its first report of 1992 and 1993 defined a Henry VIII clause as — 

… a power in a bill which enables primary legislation to be amended or repealed by secondary 
legislation with or without further parliamentary scrutiny. 

I point out that most regulations do come before our committee, but there are provisions occasionally on which 
regulations made by rules do not come before our committee because they are not all within our terms of 
reference. One would hope that we do not see any hidden rules introduced via this process that might preclude 
the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation from reviewing it. But rest assured, should the delegated 
legislation committee receive regulations that change the intent of primary legislation, or seek to alter it in any 
way, shape or form, it will respond accordingly. 

I make it clear that the Greens do not support this legislation. However, we do support the notion of a capital city 
of Perth. Western Australia is the only state without capital city legislation. As such, we support that component 
of it, but not the duplicitous way the government is going about essentially stealing parts of Subiaco from its 
residents. 

HON LIZ BEHJAT (North Metropolitan) [8.51 pm]: I rise to make a few comments in support of the 
City of Perth Bill 2015. As a member for North Metropolitan Region, I think it incumbent upon me to make 
some comments in this regard. The notion that Kings Park for some reason will be totally affected by this piece 
of legislation that encompasses it into the City of Perth is an absolute nonsense. Nothing will happen to 
Kings Park. It is where it is, and it will remain. No-one will start building pleasure parks or anything there. 
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Nothing will change about the structure of the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority and nothing will change 
about the people who run the parking or who monitor speeding offences in the park. All of that will remain the 
same. 

One of my colleagues talked about a doughnut. In fact, that is exactly what Kings Park is at the moment—it is 
a doughnut stuck on top of the hill. An aerial view of Kings Park shows a very large reservoir in the middle of it. 
Guess what? That belongs to the City of Perth. It firmly sits inside the City of Perth now. Kings Park sits around 
the reservoir that belongs to the City of Perth. The road around Kings Park—Mounts Bay Road—and the 
university and colleges belong to the City of Perth as it is now. Kings Park sits on its own. To me, it is an 
absolute nonsense for anyone to play the bogeyman and say, “Oh, look at that. What are we going to do to 
Kings Park?” Seriously, just take a look at yourselves, people! 

There seems to be some angst about the City of Perth Committee; that is, that we should not for some reason 
have a committee. People cannot have it both ways. Some people say that this government has gone about things 
in an ad hoc way, that it has done these developments here and that Elizabeth Quay just popped up there and 
there is the undergrounding of the railway over there and this bit over there. All of a sudden we have introduced 
the City of Perth Bill and said, “Let’s put a committee in place to have a look at structures and to make sure that 
things happen in a proper way.” The committee provides the ability for other people to come in and consult with 
us, and to look at things, to make sure we have a vision. For instance, Marion Fulker, the chief executive officer 
of the Committee for Perth, could consult with us about the committee’s vision and the things it has been doing, 
which have been absolutely wonderful. It is generally supportive of the City of Perth Bill and further local 
government reform, but we will not go down that road tonight. We can bring those people in and consult, and we 
can have a true vision. 

Some incredibly close and wonderful friends of mine live in the City of Subiaco. I have to tell members that they 
are dying to become part of the City of Perth—absolutely dying. The City of Subiaco, unfortunately, is not the 
place it used to be. That is probably a debate for another day. I know those people. Again, people have said to 
me, “We’re moving from the City of Subiaco into the City of Perth.” But we are not moving their houses. We 
are not changing the names of roads. We are not changing who their neighbours will be, unless they decide to 
sell and move out. Those people can still have their street parties and their amenities. It is really weird that all 
these people are saying they will not be able to do things anymore. Yes, they will—nothing will actually 
physically change. They will just be moving into a different authority. People need to have some commonsense. 

Some changes were made to the legislation in the other place before it came to us, which were very good and 
quite timely. They related to transparency, the way the council is structured, and also gift registers and things 
like that. There needs to be some certainty around those things. Remember, Kings Park will still be there. 
Kings Park has been there since the days of Lord Forrest. It has not changed very much and it will not change 
because of the City of Perth Bill. It will come into the boundaries of the City of Perth and it makes sense to do 
that. The City of Perth Bill is a very good piece of legislation and I am delighted to support it this evening. 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [8.56 pm]: I rise as the lead speaker for the National Party this 
evening. That will mean I do not have to worry about the clock not functioning during the debate. 

The City of Perth Bill 2015 does a range of things, and I want to talk about a couple of them. The obvious thing 
that the bill does is confirm the City of Perth as a continuing local government district. It also, as the capital of 
Western Australia, specifies roles and responsibilities for the Lord Mayor and councillors, and provides for the 
election of the Lord Mayor. Those few things do not pose a great problem to us. The Minister for Mental Health, 
in her response tonight, said that everyone except for the Nationals supports the City of Perth as a capital. That is 
not true. If the minister wants to bring a bill to the Parliament that states the City of Perth is the capital of 
Western Australia, if she feels that is absolutely necessary, I am not sure on what grounds the Nationals would 
oppose such a bill. Those issues are fairly uncontroversial and I do not want to dwell on them tonight. 

The establishment of the City of Perth Committee is obviously one function of the bill. It is an advisory 
committee. The bill outlines the membership, the functions and the regularity of meetings, and it also empowers 
the committee to regulate its own procedures. On face value, these provisions appear to be well intended but 
I question why we need legislation to do that. If they were so important, why has it not been done to date; or, if it 
has been done, in what form is it currently in place? If it is so important, why wait for the passage of the bill? 
This bill has been around since May. Why has the committee not been formed with the same membership and 
the same functions? Why was this process not kicked off many months ago if it is so imperative for the 
relationship between the state and the City of Perth and, I guess, joint responsibilities? 

The explanatory memorandum refers to collaboration. I think full collaboration, to be genuine, needs more than 
an act of Parliament. It needs goodwill and commitment from all parties involved. Obviously in this respect that 
is the state government and the City of Perth. During my consideration of this bill, I went in search of the 
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Western Australian Local Government Association’s views on this matter. I was a bit surprised that WALGA 
does not have a view on the City of Perth Bill, which is perhaps a matter I might discuss later this evening if I get 
time. I got some advice from WALGA. Although it was general in nature, the view of local governments, in lieu 
of a City of Perth Committee, is they would much prefer to see a state–local government consultative committee 
of some sort. That makes sense to me and it is surprising that it does not occur already. Local governments, via 
WALGA, say there is a need for a better relationship between local and state governments. Although the focus 
tonight is on the City of Perth, why are we not doing something similar for state–local government relations? 
Reflecting on the structure that we are establishing through this bill that will become an act if it passes the house, 
with some minor tweaking of its structure, functions and membership rules, it could probably be relevant in 
a range of other local government and state government circumstances. I think the idea that was put to me by 
WALGA on behalf of its local governments has some merit. 

Part 1, division 4 of the bill—in particular, clauses 16 to 19—concern my colleagues in the National Party the 
most. On this basis, we will oppose the bill at the second and third reading stages of debate. Obviously our 
opposition extended to the referral motion and the amendment to the referral motion that we have already 
considered this evening. It is our view, as I have already stated, that this bill is so fatally flawed that it cannot be 
improved. We all know the recent history of local government reform in this state. There have been attempts to 
forcibly reform local governments, which have been opposed by the Nationals. Initially, those processes were 
focused on the metropolitan area but as time went on, it became evident that there was certainly a motivation to 
roll out a similar process in the regions. 

This is not the first time that I have spoken on local government reform in this place. Parliament has seen at least 
four bills, including this one, relating to local government. The Local Government Amendment Bill 2013 has 
been stalled in this house since October 2013; we have seen no progress on that bill. During the debate on that 
earlier bill, the National Party came under considerable attack from members opposite. We should keep in mind 
that we considered those matters of local government reform some time ago and the primary area of contention 
was around the membership of the Local Government Advisory Board. If my memory serves me correctly, the 
minister intended to increase membership of the Local Government Advisory Board to seven. We had concerns 
about that. His argument was that it was largely based around the capacity of the Local Government Advisory 
Board to deal with the number of proposals being submitted by him and the sector on the reform of metropolitan 
local governments. We argued that that, along with direction to the board to take note of government policy, was 
not acceptable to us. Amendments to that bill would have seen the removal of the provision to take note of 
government policy and an increase in the membership of the board from five to nine, which protected the 
representation and balance of those members of the advisory board recommended by the minister versus those 
recommended by the sector. It was alleged that this reform would allow the minister or the government of the 
day to amalgamate local governments by stealth, which I think was the terminology used. Obviously that was 
through boundary change and obviously the abolition of a local government or local governments and the 
extension of an existing boundary of a district to consume those abolished districts. 

I want to refer to a contribution by a member opposite, which I think has relevance to the debate before us 
tonight. On 20 February 2014, Hon Darren West made quite an extensive contribution on this matter. For those 
members who recall the contribution, he spent a considerable amount of time discussing hypothetical scenarios 
of local government districts within our electorate of the Agricultural Region, what was likely to happen as 
a result of these boundary changes and the abolition of local governments in the regions. He went on and on 
along the same theme. I am pretty sure I stood and took a point of order on relevance. That was not upheld by the 
Acting President at the time. I wanted to refer to a comment that Hon Darren West made when concluding his 
remarks that evening. He said — 

It might shock members when I tell them it is not, but what has shifted and changed in all this debate is 
that this state government is openly willing—more than keen—to amalgamate and reform local 
governments like never before. I think that in those circumstances we are foolish as legislators—we are 
more than foolish; we are incompetent—if we are prepared to pass legislation that in the current set of 
circumstances in 2014 enables a state government to come in and take over local governments and 
make boundary changes to abolish local governments without the local residents having anything to 
say. There has never been such a predatory atmosphere from state government. I think it is important to 
give the people a say on these matters. If, as pointed out by some speakers, local government 
amalgamation—or boundary change or whatever we want to call it to step around the Dadour 
amendments—is so important, still give the people the right to reject or approve it. 

They were interesting remarks made by Hon Darren West during that debate. Obviously, we will come to a vote 
on this bill at some stage. It will be interesting to hear where he stands on the forced reform of local government 
after those words of wisdom only two years ago in 2014. 
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Hon Ken Travers: This bill doesn’t abolish any councils though, does it? 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: No, but it is the same principle. We are talking about the forced reform of local 
governments and boundary changes. That is essentially what this bill goes to the core of; it is actually a boundary 
change without using the provisions of the Local Government Act, which I will talk about. 
I hope we all reflect on those words, particularly those members opposite who appear to be supporting the bill 
before us. As I said briefly when I spoke to the motion to refer this bill to a committee, we already have 
a process to deal with boundary adjustments of local government districts. Members would be aware that the 
Local Government Act 1995 has specific provisions under schedule 2.1 that provide for the variation of local 
government district boundaries. Schedule 2.1 of the act directs the Local Government Advisory Board to conduct 
a formal inquiry and report to the minister. There are obviously a couple of circumstances when the 
Local Government Advisory Board does not need to do that, such as when a boundary change is relatively minor 
in nature. I do not think we could argue that the boundary change that is contained within the City of Perth Bill 
2015 falls within the definition of “minor in nature”. Importantly, it includes provisions for consultation with the 
affected local governments, affected electors and other electors of districts directly affected by the proposal. It is 
interesting that just about every speaker that I have heard speak so far today has talked about the lack of 
consultation. If the process that is followed within the Local Government Act was the preferred way of adjusting 
the City of Perth’s boundaries, members would have got all the consultation they wanted. It would have been an 
orderly and proper process, allowing everybody in the community to have a say about this, and there would have 
been a mandatory six-week submission period. As I said before, this process of the City of Perth Bill kicked off 
with its introduction to Parliament in May. I assume it was dreamt up many months before that. If the minister 
had a desire to move on this, we could be well and truly along the path of an orderly boundary change following 
proper community consultation with those affected communities. 
I have read some of the reports that the Local Government Advisory Board published. Interestingly, I went to the 
website of the Department of Local Government and Communities tonight. I am not familiar with its website but 
locating the reports of the Local Government Advisory Board seemed somewhat more difficult than perhaps it 
used to be because I could not find any of the reports on the website. Maybe somebody could help me find those. 
I recall reading the proposal of the Local Government Advisory Board to amalgamate the local government 
districts of York, Quairading, Tammin and Cunderdin, which collectively refer to themselves as the 
South East Avon Voluntary Regional Organisation of Councils. For some time the District of Beverley was also 
an inclusion in the proposal to amalgamate those local governments in the wheatbelt. The Local Government 
Advisory Board in this instance recommended against the amalgamation of those districts and the minister’s 
powers were limited to accepting or rejecting the Local Government Advisory Board’s recommendation. Quite 
a lot of those local governments were disappointed with that decision, but my comments tonight are really 
around what I thought when I read that report. It showed me the commitment, the level of understanding and 
awareness, and research the advisory board and, I am sure, the people supporting the advisory board did to 
understand the complexities of that proposal. Obviously that proposal was an amalgamation—we are talking 
about a boundary change here—and I acknowledge that the issues involved would have been probably far more 
complex than changing a boundary between two existing local government districts, but my point is that there 
was a thorough investigation of all the issues. There was community concern and that community concern was 
well documented in the report, and it ultimately led to the recommendation to the minister that the amalgamation 
of those four districts not proceed. 

Before I move on, I reiterate that if the minister and the government had made a proposal under schedule 2.1 of 
the Local Government Act, a range of factors could have been considered, and I want to talk briefly about those. 
Although I may not be very proficient with the Department of Local Government and Communities’ website, 
I was able to find the guiding principles the Local Government Advisory Board would consider when assessing 
a proposal referred to it under schedule 2.1. They include matters such as community of interests, and 
Hon Martin Pritchard talked about that tonight. It also refers to physical and topographic features, demographic 
trends, economic factors — 
Hon Ken Travers: They are actually described in the act, in schedule 2.1. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Yes. It states in that document that it reflects the requirement of the act, and it 
also referred to the history of the area and transport and communication. Some of those things may not be 
relevant in a metropolitan context, but certainly all of them are relevant in a regional context. 
Two remaining factors are very important to consider, particularly in the matter before us. The first is matters 
affecting the viability of local governments, and that has been raised by various speakers in the debate. I refer 
specifically to the document that I accessed from the Department of Local Government and Communities’ 
website—its guiding principles document—and specifically to the eight factors. Under the heading “Matters 
Affecting the Viability of Local Governments”, it states— 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 23 February 2016] 

 p583b-606a 
Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Rick Mazza; Hon Ken 

Travers; Hon Martin Pritchard; Hon Liz Behjat; Hon Lynn MacLaren 

 [21] 

Local government should have a sufficient resource base: 
• to be able to efficiently and effectively exercise its proper functions and delegated powers and 

operate facilities and services; 
• to be flexible and responsive in the exercise of its functions and powers and operation of its 

facilities and services; 
• to employ appropriate professional expertise and skills; and 
• to be capable of embracing micro-economic reform. 

Each local government should have a diverse and sufficient rate base to ensure that general purpose 
grants do not represent the major revenue source. 

The second of the eight factors I want to refer to is headed “Effective Delivery of Local Government Services”, 
and it states — 

A broad range of factors can be relevant to the effective delivery of local government services and these 
are often directly relevant to those that also affect the viability of local governments. They include: 

• the size and geographical spread of the population; 
• management effectiveness and efficiency; 
• the availability of staff expertise; 
• appropriate infrastructure and equipment; and 
• customer satisfaction and feedback. 

These two factors go to the core of local government reform. Time and again we are told that reform is needed 
so that local government can remain sustainable and viable into the future. I am sure many members would also 
have received, as I have received, a lot of correspondence, particularly from the City of Subiaco. Mayor Heather 
Henderson has written to us frequently over many months detailing the concerns of her local government and her 
constituency. In correspondence to me, dated 15 January 2016, Mayor Henderson advised that the financial 
implications on the City of Subiaco would be — 

• $44 million revenue loss over ten years 
• up to 7% rate increase for remaining City of Subiaco residents 
• reduction or cutting of services and programs for our community 
• staff losses. 

Some of those comments and figures have already been presented to the house in the debate today and this 
evening, but they are serious matters that I think are worthy of further consideration. Forty-four million dollars 
over 10 years is not an insignificant amount. I do not know what the total rate base of the City of Subiaco is, but 
I would have thought that the loss of $44 million for any local government district would pose some challenges 
over that time frame. 
I respect that the government has a right to reform local government in this way if it wishes. Every government 
has a right to bring to the house a bill that will redraw the lines of local government districts. It has been done in 
other jurisdictions throughout Australia. We do not agree that is the way to reform local government, but it is the 
minister’s right. I hope that the minister in her second reading reply considers detailing how, if at all, the 
government has considered those matters I have just outlined, which I think go to the viability and sustainability 
of a local government district. It would seem to be contrary to the rhetoric about local government reform, and 
consideration of these matters is paramount in understanding the impact on ratepayers and on affected local 
government districts. 
I reiterate what I have said in previous debates on local government reform: the National Party is not opposed to 
local government reform. Whilst it is supportive of local government reform—that support includes the 
introduction of a private member’s bill in the other place—it believes that forced reform is not the right 
approach, particularly in a regional context, and that is why the Nationals have taken such an active interest in 
reforms, which some people have argued are metropolitan focussed and have said that we should not be bothered 
with because it is happening in the metropolitan area and the Nationals do not represent metropolitan electorates. 
However, our view is based largely on the principle that the Nationals have not supported forced reform, we do 
not support it and we are not going to start now. 
I have mentioned in previous debates that I have about 61 local governments in my region—so no small number 
of local governments—and often councillors ask me why I do not come to their council meetings very often. 
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When I explain that my region contains 61 local governments and that even if I tried to visit one every week, 
which probably could not even be done, getting around to each of them in a calendar year is impossible. I do, 
however, make an effort to go along to as many Western Australian Local Government Association zone 
meetings as I can—I have probably got four or five zones within the Agricultural Region—because they are 
really important. Normally those meetings are attended by the presidents, mayors, chief executive officers or 
senior staff of local governments. I attend those meetings as regularly as I can to at least take the opportunity to 
speak to and make contact with them and to understand issues facing the sector. This bill has not gone unnoticed 
by them. I have heard people say that there has not been a lot of concern about the bill or that the concern is 
coming from just Subiaco ratepayers. That has not been my experience. When I have met with local 
governments in my electorate, typically matters relating to local government reform, and, more recently, matters 
relating to the City of Perth Bill, have been raised. I will talk a bit more about that later. 
I have also received some correspondence from councils in regional Western Australia. Recently, I received 
a letter from Councillor Ian West, president of the Shire of Irwin. The letter is dated 3 February, and it states in 
part — 

On behalf of the Shire of Irwin, I would like to express concern over the arbitrary decision to excise 
3,000 residents from the City of Subiaco and seek your support to reject the City of Perth Bill … 
currently before the upper house. 
In 2014, WALGA requested feedback from local governments to assist in defining its position 
regarding advocacy for amendments to the poll provisions contained in Schedule 2.1 of the 
Local Government Act 1995 to enable electors of a local government that will be abolished or 
significantly affected by boundary change proposals to demand a poll. 
Council resolved to support the Local Government Act 1995 being amended so that the community of 
a Local Government could demand a poll under any boundary change proposal, and advised WALGA 
of this stance. 
As a result of sector feedback, it is my understanding that the WALGA State Council adopted the 
policy position to amend the Act so that the electors of a Local Government affected by any boundary 
change or amalgamation proposal are entitled to petition the Minister for a binding poll. 
Council’s policy position remains as above, and I therefore, share the City of Subiaco’s concern 
specifically regarding the implications the Bill raises for the City of Subiaco and residents, as well as 
the wider local government sector. 

He then goes on to invite contact, and provides his contact details. 
Local governments in regional Western Australia are concerned about the passage of this bill. They believe, 
I think quite rightly, that if this bill is passed by the major parties and the majority of this house, a principle will 
be set going forward that this house is happy to entertain the forced reform of local government by simply 
bringing to Parliament a bill for an act to reform local governments in Western Australia. 
During previous debates, I have talked a bit about local government reform. I have made the point that local 
governments in regional areas are in some respects a different beast from local governments in Perth. Many of 
the local governments in my electorate are delivering essential services that traditionally the free market and free 
enterprise would deliver in the metropolitan context. They are providing health services, employing general 
practitioners and dentists, and running childcare centres. For some of those local governments, simply providing 
a GP is one of the biggest expenditure items in their budget. That is why our regional constituents want their 
local governments to remain local. 

The local governments in my electorate, particularly the smaller ones, are up-front about the challenges that they 
face in remaining viable and sustainable. That is why we are not being obstructionist on local government 
reform—in fact, we are trying to promote it. We introduced into the Parliament the Local Government 
Amendment (Regional Subsidiaries) Bill 2014. Shortly after we introduced that bill, the Minister for Local 
Government introduced his own bill—the Local Government Legislation Amendment Bill 2014—which largely 
replicated our bill. Therefore, hopefully, apart from the passage of the City of Perth Bill, which is looking as 
though it is inevitable, a proactive piece of local government reform will be passed through this thirty-ninth 
Parliament that will give the local governments in my electorate some of the tools that they need to remain 
sustainable and work collaboratively into the future. 
I do not want to detain the house for too long, but I need to talk about one other aspect of this bill. Many 
members have been heralding the great steps forward in transparency as a result of the provisions in this bill to 
amend the Local Government Act 1995. As I understand it, those provisions were the result of negotiations 
between the Labor Party and the Liberal Party to ensure the passage of this legislation through the Parliament. 
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I am not necessarily opposed to those provisions. However, I question where we have landed. We are proposing 
in this bill to establish a standard for local government councillors and designated employees—I think that is the 
terminology used in the bill—that we are not prepared to set for ourselves. I find that rather interesting. The local 
government sector is saying to us that this has come from nowhere—it is just a thought bubble by one local 
government—and there has not been consultation with the sector about how these reforms might be applied. 
I will give members some comparisons. As members of Parliament, we are required to submit our annual 
returns, which is the way in which we provide our financial interests to the Parliament, and ultimately to the 
public, by 30 September each year. Under the current laws that apply to members of Parliament, if I were to 
receive a gift of some sort on 1 July of a calendar year, I would not be required to disclose that gift until 
30 September the following year. That is some 457 days later. That can be compared with the bill before us, 
which requires local government councillors to disclose a gift within 10 days of receipt of that gift. It is 457 days 
for members of Parliament, and 10 days for local government councillors. The threshold for members of 
Parliament is currently $500. This bill proposes a threshold for local government councillors of $200. That is yet 
another inconsistency. If a local government councillor wilfully does not comply with these amendments to the 
Local Government Act, the penalty is a fine of $10 000 or imprisonment for two years. That is a not insignificant 
penalty. If we as members of Parliament wilfully do not comply with the requirements of our legislation, we can 
be found in contempt of the house, and the penalty that would apply is set by the house. That is yet another 
inconsistency between the state and local government jurisdictions. It is great that we are bringing these modern 
transparency provisions into the local government sector. However, we should look at the annual return 
processes and financial interest disclosures that we as members of Parliament are required to comply with before 
we foist that upon local government. I think that certainly needs to be given more thought. The 10-day 
requirement is particularly onerous. I do not know how we came up with 10 days. A requirement that local 
government councillors and designated employees report monthly, or even quarterly, would be far better than 
a 10-day rule. I believe the 10-day rule will cause people to trip up and will create more problems than it will 
solve. 
I want to conclude my contribution and reiterate that the National Party, unsurprisingly, will not be supporting 
the bill before us. In the three years that I have spent in this place, the Nationals have come under attack on local 
government reform on many occasions. We have been yelled at on numerous occasions by members opposite for 
our position on local government reform, but now they will be tested. They will be tested in the divisions on the 
second and third reading stages of this bill on their stand on forced reform, because that is what it is; it is nothing 
else. I recall hearing the Premier say in a radio interview a couple of years ago that if a government wants to do 
forced reform, it brings a bill to Parliament. This is a bill in Parliament forcing reform on local government. If 
members opposite agree to the forced reform of local government, they will support the bill before us. If they 
take our view, which is that there is a far better way to have local governments collaborate, to see local 
government reform proceed in Western Australia and to have the community involved in that reform, they will 
oppose this bill at the second reading. 
HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [9.30 pm]: I will take up the challenge that 
Hon Martin Aldridge has just laid down to us and oppose the City of Perth Bill 2015. Hon Robin Chapple has 
put on the record, I think quite succinctly, the Greens’ position on this legislation. It has some parallels with the 
Nationals’ position, which has just been eloquently outlined by Hon Martin Aldridge. Hon Robin Chapple left to 
me the opportunity to put on the record the Greens’ position in the South Metropolitan Region. As members 
know, many councils have considered the issue of establishing a capital city as a forced amalgamation by stealth 
and they have not been silent in their concerns. In particular, quite an experienced group of councils in the 
South Metropolitan Region have fought against the previous attempt at forced amalgamations. There is 
considerable intelligence and wisdom amongst the local councillors and they have raised concerns with us. 
Therefore, it falls to me, as the member representing those councils in the South Metropolitan Region, to support 
them in their concerns and to raise them at this time when we are looking at establishing a capital city. 

As everyone has said on the record to date, we love the idea of a capital city. The capital city vision that has been 
put forward for many years is one that most people embrace. They love the opportunity to promote Perth to the 
rest of the country and to the world as an important centre for commerce and culture. People cannot go anywhere 
in the nation without hearing someone who has visited Perth talk about how magical Kings Park is and how 
visionary it was to establish Kings Park right in the heart of the city. We all share that vision and we all want to 
support it. I think the shortcomings in the current legislation and the consultation process that has gone on have 
been equally eloquently expressed. I completely understand why the government might want to do it this way, 
and having the numbers on the other side of the chamber, we would normally expect it to achieve it. It is 
concerning that there is support by those on this side of the chamber for the legislation, not because of its 
intention, but because of the process that it is undergoing. 
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As Hon Robin Chapple has already put on the record, the Greens are concerned about the limited consultation in 
the lead-up to the introduction of this bill. I believe how we would like to see a capital city evolve from the 
current local government boundaries under the process that is laid out in the Local Government Act has been 
very well expressed. This method is rejected by the Greens and, as I heard from the speaker before me, by the 
Nationals as well. 
We wanted to see a business case. There was no business case for the cost of transfers and the boundary changes. 
I want to put on the record the comments of just three local councils that wrote to me—the City of Cockburn, the 
City of South Perth and the Town of Victoria Park. I acknowledge the briefing that was provided to us. I asked 
some questions during the briefing and, in some regard, the matters that I will raise may well be able to be 
addressed by the minister quite succinctly in her reply to the second reading, because some of the issues that 
were raised with us were raised in the early stage of the debate in the other place and some of them have been 
addressed. 
As Hon Robin Chapple mentioned, the City of Cockburn wrote to us and its concerns were expressed by 
Stephen Cain, the chief executive officer, in this way — 

I am writing on behalf of the City of Cockburn in support of the City of Subiaco’s opposition to the 
arbitrary changes to its boundaries, which are proposed by the draft new Capital City legislation. 
While the City of Cockburn supports the notion of strengthening the role and focus of our Capital City, 
the legislation also includes moving 3,000 residents (4% of the current population) … 

I believe that number is disputed and it would be good to have on the record what that number is — 
This change is not supported by the City of Subiaco and would have a deleterious impact on that local 
government’s operations. Given the strong financial position of the City of Perth, this change will only 
benefit a local government that does not directly need additional financial support. However, the loss of 
4% of rateable properties will increase the cost of services for all Subiaco’s remaining residents. 

Other members have put on the record the numbers from the minutes of the City of Subiaco, which did an 
analysis on this proposal — 

There has been no consultation with the residents, nor is there a proposal for a plebiscite on this matter. 
Had a similar proposal been progressed as a boundary adjustment under the provisions and processes of 
the Local Government Act (1995), residents would have been entitled to exercise a democratic decision 
on this matter. 
We seek your support in removing this aspect of the proposed Bill. There would still remain an option 
for the Minister for Local Government and Communities to propose a boundary adjustment and have 
this matter properly assessed by the Local Government Advisory Board. 

What I am doing now is putting that on the record. We oppose the bill because the government has no intention 
of amending it or changing the process that it has put in place. 
The City of South Perth Residents’ Association also wrote to me. I want to put this on the record in particular, 
because this comes from the chairperson of the residents’ association, Cecilia Brooke, who I noticed was in the 
public gallery earlier, but I do not know whether she is still there. I was there when Cecilia Brooke received the 
City of South Perth Citizen of the Year Award and the Premier’s Australia Day Active Citizenship Award this 
year. In fact, she was recognised for her contribution by the sitting member for Swan, Steve Irons, in the 
House of Representatives on 10 February. He said — 

Cecilia became well-known recently for her role in the local government anti-amalgamation campaign 
in South Perth. Her enthusiastic campaign resulted in an above 50 per cent turnout in the local 
referendum, which validated the result and surprised many commentators. Cecilia also has a long and 
proud history of volunteering that deserves to be recognised. She is currently involved in a campaign 
against high-rise buildings in the local area. Her community involvement started at the young age of 12, 
reading children’s stories on a local radio station, joining the National Catholic Girls Movement and 
becoming a member of the state committee by 16. This sparked the beginning of Cecilia's involvement 
and active service within her local community. 

In the early 80s Cecilia joined Soroptimist International supporting groups such as the Royal Flying 
Doctors and many community activities. Cecilia founded the Chiropractic Assistants Association of 
Australia and was highly involved in organising events, including breakfast with guest speakers every 
three months, and in 1997 was awarded the Chiropractic Association Award. Cecilia has also been 
involved with World Vision, the Cancer Council and the Lotus Children’s Orphanage, and is currently 
the chairperson of the City of South Perth Residents Association and is an active member of the 
Soroptimist International Club of South Perth. Congratulations to Cecilia on a well-deserved award. 
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This is the calibre of the community in the South Metropolitan Region who are concerned about the changes that 
this house is about to accept. I felt it was incredibly important to recognise at this time the concerns of the 
City of South Perth Residents’ Association and to put them on the record. The letter from the association 
reads — 

The City of South Perth Resident’s Association shares with the rest of the Perth Community, deep 
concerns about the proposed City Of Perth Act introduced into the WA Parliament on 21st May. 

We are troubled by the haste and urgency with which the Act was implemented, in particular the lack of 
effective consultation with directly-affected communities and with those who care about Kings Park. 

As with the previous failed local government reform, there has been no business case put forward to 
support either the need for such an Act or its specific provisions. 

Parts of Councils adjoining the City of Perth stand to be absorbed within the Perth boundaries, without 
their consent or even their being consulted. This goes against the undertaking of the Premier after the 
recent failed forced council amalgamation attempt, that there would not be any further amalgamations 
without affected Councils’ agreement. 

It also goes against some of the key criteria that must be considered, under the Local Government Act 1995, 
when setting local government boundaries, namely community of interest, physical and topographic 
features and transport and communications. The area to be absorbed is physically separated from the 
City of Perth by Kings Park and is linked to it only by over 3km of Mounts Bay Road. 

We are also puzzled as to why Kings Park is to be included within the boundaries of the City of Perth. 
This may expose Kings Park to development and other pressures that conflict with the community’s 
expectations for it. 

She wrote specifically to me — 

You have previously stated and acted accordingly that you would oppose forced amalgamations of local 
government. We call upon you to continue this position and actively oppose the City Of Perth Act in its 
entirety by voting against it. 

That is what the Greens will do today. 

I want to briefly mention the Town of Victoria Park, because it has also written to us with its concerns about 
clauses 29 and 37 of the bill, which it wants to be deleted. I ask the minister to discuss that in her reply to us. The 
letter from the Town of Victoria Park states that clause 29 grants — 

… normal powers of a local government to the Executive Director Public Health for areas covered by 
the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority Act 1998. 

This point was raised in the briefing and I know there was a response to it, so I would like to put that on the 
parliamentary record. The town is concerned that the Burswood park area might conceivably be brought under 
the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority Act 1998 in the future. The town also has concerns that this legislation 
might create a two-tiered local government system that might result in friction from neighbouring local 
government authorities. The town has made the observation that the state-appointed Metropolitan Local 
Government Review Panel spent a year investigating the best structural, governance and legislative framework 
for future local government in Perth, and a capital city act was not one of its 30 recommendations. 

I will conclude my comments about the City of Perth Bill. As members know, the Greens have no intention of 
supporting the bill and we have serious concerns with it. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.  

House adjourned at 9.45 pm 
__________ 
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