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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 20 February. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [5.38 pm]: I am pleased to get back to discussing the Local 
Government Amendment Bill 2013. Members will recall that before we were so rudely interrupted by the 
weekend, I had started to discuss this bill and I had referred to a newsletter that Hon Colin Barnett, MLA, had 
sent out in the summer of 2013, which included under his signature the following statement — 

There has been much said about local government over recent months. I have always believed that a 
combined council covering Claremont, Cottesloe, Mosman Park and Peppermint Grove makes sense, 
however claims that the State Government will use its powers to force such an amalgamation are simply 
not true. 

Hon Helen Morton: Good. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am glad the minister handling this bill says that that is not true. 

Hon Helen Morton: I said “good”. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is good that that is the case! 

During the recent election campaign, the now Minister for Local Government was required to put out a 
correction to a statement that he had made when talking about compulsory amalgamations to indicate that the 
government would not be forcing amalgamations. My definition of not forcing an amalgamation would be that if 
the composition of local government were to be changed in Western Australia, there would be the agreement of 
the local governments having their composition changed, particularly if it resulted in a number of local 
governments disappearing. Yet a proposal has been put forward by the government to the Local Government 
Advisory Board to abolish a number of local governments. That is the reality of it. The government does not 
have agreement. 

I have spent a bit of time going through this issue. A number of local governments have put forward proposals 
and a number have not, particularly those four councils: the Towns of Claremont, Cottesloe and Mosman Park 
and the Shire of Peppermint Grove. Unless I am mistaken, not a single one of those councils, which are in my 
electorate of North Metropolitan Region, has agreed—sorry, I stand corrected; Claremont has. 

Hon Helen Morton: That’s correct. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Cottesloe has not, Mosman Park has not and Peppermint Grove has not. Does the 
minister accept that? 

Hon Helen Morton: Is Cambridge in your area? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is, but it is not part of the Premier’s G4 that he was talking about. Those four councils 
have not put forward any proposition for amalgamation despite being encouraged—arguably threatened—to do 
so by the current government. 

For the government to then proceed on a path and put in its own submission—which I might add goes even 
further than the path Hon Colin Barnett referred to in his summer 2013 newsletter—is clearly forcing 
amalgamation. The government is hoping that through the processes of the Local Government Act it can force 
the abolition of those councils that sit within the North Metropolitan Region. Whatever one may think about the 
merits of amalgamation — 

Hon Helen Morton: How can you actually use on one hand that word “hoping” that the Local Government 
Advisory Board will pick it up, and then at the same time say that they are therefore forcing them? “Hope” is not 
“force”. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is the minister saying then to the house that if the Local Government Advisory Board 
comes back with a recommendation that says a G7 be created—for the purposes of this afternoon’s debate, I note 
that Claremont is proposing a G5—even though the government has put forward its proposal for a G7 — 

Hon Helen Morton: A hope, yes; it is a hope. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Okay, it is a hope. It would not matter if the board picked up the Town of Cambridge 
proposal for an amalgamation with the City of Subiaco, except that Subiaco does not want that, but that is 
another story. Let us keep it nice and simple for the minister at this time. Is the minister prepared to say that if 
the recommendation comes back from the Local Government Advisory Board picking up the Claremont 
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proposal and the G7 proposal put forward by the government, the government will not accept that 
recommendation unless there is agreement from those affected councils? 

Hon Nick Goiran: That’s what Dadour is for. 

Hon Helen Morton: Hope is hope. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister was quick to interject on me on a considerable number of occasions and 
when the fundamental question on what this bill is about comes to the party, the minister suddenly goes silent 
and does not want to unruly interject across the chamber. The minister will have her opportunity to respond to 
the second reading debate. 

Hon Helen Morton: Exactly! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The simple fact is that if the government proceeds with this bill and gets the outcome it 
wants out of the Local Government Advisory Board—that is, the Local Government Advisory Board says that it 
agrees with the proposal put forward by the minister—until we get a commitment from the minister today that 
the minister will reject that proposal and until there is agreement of all of those councils affected by it, it will be 
clear that the government is breaking the commitment it made to the people of Western Australia at the 2013 
election. 

Hon Helen Morton: No, it’s not. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: And no ducking, weaving or smart words from the Minister for Mental Health will 
change that. Nothing will change that. 

How will that then impact on this bill? It is clear that the government has not been able to get its way with 
amalgamation. I might talk a little later about reform of local government, because this government seems to 
think that the only way to reform local government is to force amalgamations of local government. My view is 
that there are 101 other ways. In fact, we miss the real key point about local government reform if we focus on 
amalgamation and not on the real issues that are dealt with in local government reform. Nonetheless, it is my 
view that this bill is very much about the government seeking to get its way with local government 
amalgamations. 

We know that the original drafting of this bill was couched in a way that would do two things. It would give the 
minister the ability to appoint a group of individuals who would do the minister’s bidding on the Local 
Government Advisory Board—that was the original incarnation of this bill—by adding two additional people to 
those who are on the board. Currently, the Local Government Advisory Board has one person who is the Chair 
nominated by the minister, and we know that person to be someone who is an active member of the Liberal 
Party — 
Hon Helen Morton: I don’t know that that’s necessarily so. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Certainly he has been in the past. 

Hon Helen Morton: Well, it’s not the case, so just be careful. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is the minister saying that he is not? 
Hon Helen Morton: I am saying that I don’t know that he’s an active member of the Liberal Party. I doubt that 
he is. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: He has been in the past. 
Hon Helen Morton: I think you need to be really clear about that. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Okay; all right. 

Hon Helen Morton: How long ago was it? It was certainly before he got into that job. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister gets defensive; that is fine. 

Hon Helen Morton: Just be accurate. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: She wants to interject again. 
Hon Helen Morton: Just be accurate. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: She is happy to interject when it suits her; she is not happy to interject when the answers 
get a bit too hard for her. The minister can hand-pick the Chair of that committee and can ensure that the person 
who sits in that chair is someone who will do the government’s bidding on this matter. That is the reality of it. 
Hon Helen Morton: That’s one. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is what the minister can do, whether or not the current person fits that bill. There is 
then a requirement for the Western Australian Local Government Association to put forward the names of two 
people with a background in council. Then a chief executive officer is put forward by Local Government 
Managers Australia and an officer from the Department of Local Government and Communities. 

Clearly, the desire of the minister to put forward two additional community representatives in my view was 
about the minister wanting to ensure that that board is more likely to do the bidding of the government than not 
likely to do it. I could probably use stronger words, but I doubt that anyone could disagree that that was the 
original motivation of this government. The government has made it very clear that it does not support the 
Dadour provisions and wants to force through this process. 

The other original key provision of this legislation was that the government would be able to advise the board of 
its policy and the board would then be required to take note and basically seek to implement government policy. 
Again the version of the bill before us is that the board can still follow government policy but the requirement 
that it must follow government policy has been removed. Think about this! The reality is that the minister will 
now appoint two community representatives. There is no process and no explanation for how those people will 
be appointed. That clearly increases the likelihood of the minister getting his or her way with this board. 

Hon Helen Morton: But you are conveniently forgetting that WALGA is also putting on another two people to 
add to that. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, I am not completely forgetting it. I can deal with only one thing at a time. 

Those are the first two. The government will then say, “We have protected you all because we’re going to 
require two additional nominations from WALGA.” The interesting issue is that as a result of amendments to 
this bill, the government will then be able to choose those two from 12. We do not need to be Rhodes scholars in 
mathematics to understand the capacity for the Liberal Party to ensure that at least two of the 12 names put 
forward by the Western Australian Local Government Association for the minister to choose from may be 
sympathetic to the government’s view on these matters. We do not have to be too smart to work that out. The 
Local Government Amendment Bill 2013 is about the government stacking the Local Government Advisory 
Board with people of its choosing so that it can get the result it wants, which is to force amalgamations in 
Western Australia. 

Several members interjected. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Unless the minister is going to take my questions to her across the chamber, I am not 
going to take her interjections! 
Several members interjected. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What? 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Order, members! Hon Ken Travers, please 
continue your remarks without interjection. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Actually that was such a good one, I might invite the minister to make it again—without 
wanting to upset the Chair of course! What was the minister saying? 

Hon Helen Morton: I said I have to go and get a drink, so I will be out of my chair. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, before that. What about the appointments? 

Hon Peter Collier: No, we’re not allowed to interject. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. I do not mind interjections; I welcome interjections. But I object to ministers 
wanting to interject when it suits them, and then when an interjection comes back or when they are invited to 
interject in response to a question to facilitate and assist the debate in the chamber, they refuse to participate. 
They are the kids in the playground who want to take the bat and ball and go home when it does not suit them. 

Hon Peter Collier: It works both ways of course. You will only take the interjections that you want. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, no; I am happy to take interjections, as long as they do not get to the point of being 
completely unruly. I was taking the minister’s interjections, but what upset me was that the minister then would 
not respond when I threw questions back at her. She wanted to throw questions over one side of the chamber but 
did not want to answer them. That is when it starts to highlight the complete hypocrisy of this government in so 
many ways. But I will return to the bill. 

This bill is clearly, in my view, about the government wanting to stack and to give clear directions. Part of the 
giving directions is about sending the message to those members that if they want to continue the sinecure that is 
sitting on the Local Government Advisory Board, they had better make sure they continue to agree with the 
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policies that the government puts forward and presents to them. That is what this bill is about. We do not have to 
be Rhodes scholars to work that out. The government could not get what it wanted in the first round, but it still 
achieved basically what it needed to. All it needs to do is get two of its patsies through the WALGA system, it 
gets to nominate whoever it likes for the other two — 

Hon Helen Morton: Why is WALGA putting up patsies? Why are you suggesting that WALGA is putting up 
patsies? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Because the Liberal Party has members there. I am not an idiot; I watch what goes on in 
local government! 

Hon Helen Morton: So you are saying that WALGA can’t do its job properly—it can only put up patsies? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understand the democratic system, and if the Liberal Party members of WALGA get 
together and vote to put forward the people the Liberal Party wants as nominees, they will be able to get two out 
of those 12; it is not that hard. It is not that hard, minister, for you guys to manipulate the processes of WALGA. 

Hon Helen Morton: So there’s no independence in WALGA, are you saying? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, minister, do not twist my words. I am saying that there is an ability for the Liberal 
Party to manipulate WALGA! 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members, order! Hansard cannot record multiple people speaking at the same 
time. Hon Ken Travers, please continue your remarks without inviting interjections. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The issue here is that the Liberal Party and Liberal Party members are well versed in 
how to stack and do the numbers; they do it in their branches all the time for preselection! 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, I am not suggesting that the people on council will forge 
memberships to get a vote at WALGA, so please do not bring that into the debate; that is not what I am 
suggesting this afternoon. What I am saying, though, is that it does not require a particularly sophisticated or 
skilled operator when there are 12 positions to try to get two of those to be people who are sympathetic and 
favourable to the government of the day, and then the minister looks down the list of 12 and says, “That one and 
that one are the ones I am going to finally appoint.” The other 10 could be very good, fine people who will not 
be subjected to the minister’s and Premier’s bullying, but it is never too hard to find — 

Hon Helen Morton: You have no respect for WALGA at all, have you? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, minister, I have no respect for Liberal Party operatives in WALGA who manipulate 
it. I have respect for a lot of the good Liberal Party members who I know in WALGA — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Again, multiple members are speaking at the same time; 
Hansard cannot record these proceedings. Please keep this to an orderly debate. Hon Ken Travers, please 
continue. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What I do have respect for is the ability for local governments to have a say in this 
process, which the minister’s government is so determined to try to avoid. This is the government’s stacking bill; 
it is the bill it is putting through to try to give it an ability to stack. I have no doubt that that is the intent. Then 
the government will send the Local Government Advisory Board clear messages from the minister. On top of 
that, of course, since this bill went through the lower house, what do we find out from this government? That it is 
now going to try to manipulate and misread this legislation to achieve its ends by arguing that abolishing 
two local governments to create a new one is not an abolition of two local governments, but in fact just a simple 
boundary change. I can tell the government that I am pretty confident that if a local government goes and gets a 
lawyer and gets some advice on this, there are plenty of High Court rulings that will argue that when the full 
content of this bill is read, that will be seen as an improper use of this legislation and the government will be 
ruled out. We have seen the government’s ability to ignore good legal advice and to take actions that are 
ultra vires. We saw that with respect to some of the amendments the government sought to put through under the 
retail trading act. 

Hon Helen Morton: Your members in the other place supported this bill; are you saying that — 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the minister would just sit and listen for a moment, instead of getting excited all the 
time, she might learn that we did support it until we realised just how far this government is prepared to bend the 
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rules to get what it wants. We were not aware that the government was going to go out there and manipulate the 
rules to try to avoid what the clear intent of this legislation always was, and what are the clear Dadour 
provisions. The government wants to remove the capacity of not only local councillors to have a say over what 
happens to their local governments, but also local electors. That is how far the Barnett government is prepared to 
stoop in Western Australia—not just to remove the capacity of local governments—and that is what makes us 
very nervous about this bill’s passage without more protection than is currently detailed in this bill provided to 
ensure that the original intent of this legislation is achieved. It needs to ensure, firstly, that local government 
councillors—the people’s representatives at a local level—have input into what happens to their areas and, 
secondly, that the residents of those areas have a say about their local processes. That is why the Labor Party’s 
position has moved from where it was. We were probably too naive in that we believed this would be a 
government of integrity, but we have now seen it clearly go out of its way to raise concocted arguments and then 
indicate that it intends to move to a complete process to achieve its outcomes. 

I have to say that I am not clear how this whole process is going to end up, because at the moment there is a 
range of different processes. Reading the bill, the local government is supposed to look at a proposal and seek 
comment on it. We now have this mishmash of proposals that are already in and proposals that are coming in. 
Interestingly, under the bill, as these new proposals come in, if they are substantially different, are they going to 
go back for another comment piece on those? Under the current legislation, how people would even be able to 
put a submission in at the moment is absolutely beyond me, because it is a moving feast. It has been a moving 
feast for five years! It is a bit like the government’s transport planning; we cannot predict what will happen 
tomorrow because yesterday is no guide because the government is likely to change what will happen. 

What we get out of this is a government that is not prepared, as it has clearly demonstrated. Labor would be 
prepared to pass this bill as long as there were, what we believe, sufficient protections in this legislation to 
ensure that our concerns about the government seeking to manipulate the process are unfounded. We want to 
ensure that there is still a protection for the people in those electorates, of whom I represent many, that, firstly, 
their local government will have some say in the process, and, secondly, if it is then forced upon them through 
the process, those local electors will have some say. That, to me, is absolutely the way to go. I might add that the 
government says that is undemocratic; if that is undemocratic, I will throw the government a challenge to make it 
compulsory to vote in a referendum. If the government thinks 50 per cent of the people will vote and that 50 per 
cent will oppose it, make it compulsory. In fact, if the government wants to talk about respect for local 
government, by that statement the minister is saying that she actually thinks the way local government operates 
in Western Australia today is undemocratic. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Before the dinner break I was making the point that the bill has been structured in the 
way that it has—that is, the numbers that have been put in the bill to expand the Local Government Advisory 
Board—because the government is concerned that it may not be able to force what it wants through the existing 
board, with the number of members as represented. Therefore, the government will be looking for the capacity to 
increase the number of board members by fair means or foul to get its way, to have its will and to break its 
promises. Those members in this place who think they have some agreement in all of this need to think again. 
The government has clearly given an indication of its desire, and it has clearly indicated that it will use any 
means to achieve those outcomes. Even the second reading speech makes very clear what the government wants 
to see happen. Members profess when they are outside this chamber that there is a desire to not see local 
governments forced into amalgamations, and that should an amalgamation be decided upon by the minister, local 
governments have the option of invoking what are politely called the Dadour provisions. It is my view that we 
need to strengthen this bill to make sure that the Dadour provisions come into play. My view is that there is the 
opportunity for people to take legal action against the government if it tries to use the underhand, devious 
method of suggesting that expanding the boundaries to effectively abolish a local government is not the abolition 
of two. When we read the act as a whole, we see that that was never intended under the act, and it would be an 
improper purpose. 

Having said that, I believe that this house has an opportunity to put that beyond any doubt and to ensure that the 
newly constructed board that will be created as a result of the amendments in this bill is not able to deal with 
proposals in a way that would allow or assist the government to avoid invoking the Dadour provisions. If 
members of this house are serious about saying they want that, we need to move amendments to this bill when 
we go into the committee stage. Those who think that they have got the deal need to go back and look at the 
constantly shifting sands in the way this government has run this debate. First it tried to bully local governments 
and say, “It’s going to happen and we’re going to force it.” Then it found out that it could not do that, so it seeks 
to go anywhere to try to find a path to exert its will, even though less than a year ago it went to the people of 
Western Australia and said that it was not going to force amalgamations. But it is now clear that if the 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 25 February 2014] 

 p512b-533a 
Hon Ken Travers; Hon Nick Goiran; Deputy President (hon simon o’brien); Deputy President; Hon Amber-Jade 

Sanderson; Hon Robyn McSweeney; Hon Alanna Clohesy 

 [6] 

government gets its opportunity, it will force them. Some regional members might think that that does not 
concern them because the government is looking only at metropolitan amalgamations at the moment. I think they 
are being very foolish and short-sighted, because this legislation will stay in place. If the process is set up by the 
Barnett government, future Liberal governments will be able to use that to move into other areas of the state, and 
we will see a complete unwinding of what I think was always the clear intent of the Dadour provisions when 
they were moved originally. 

The government wants to expand the number on the board to nine. A person does not have to be a Rhodes 
scholar to work out that the minister will very easily be able to get five votes, and will probably need only one of 
the two additional Western Australian Local Government Association people to be onside. The government will 
probably appoint two people who it thinks are onside, but it will probably need only one to do its bidding, so that 
it will be able to get the numbers on the Local Government Advisory Board to ram through its proposals.  

Talking in particular about my local electorate of North Metropolitan Region, I am absolutely bewildered about 
how this process will operate. I think it has become a complete and utter sham. I made the point earlier about 
whether the government will force local governments such as the Town of Mosman Park and the Shire of 
Peppermint Grove to amalgamate if those councils indicate that they are not supportive of it. I also wonder what 
will happen if the Local Government Advisory Board thinks that the proposal being put forward by the Town of 
Cambridge, for instance, is the right proposal for that area, because if the board agrees to the Town of 
Cambridge proposal, what does it do about the other councils in the western suburbs? Will it continue to leave 
them as small councils, even though that is not what the government wants? There is no proposal for a G5 or a 
G4, which the Premier said before the election was his preferred option. He said—what were his words—that he 
had always believed that was the right option. 

There are many other councils. I have lived in both large and small councils, and I think one of the things that 
governments always forget to do when they make these decisions is work out what they actually want out of 
reform. One of the things that I have heard people talk about for reform is the way in which crossovers are dealt 
with. There are numerous variations of crossovers in Western Australia. I put it to members that the government 
does not have to amalgamate councils to get a uniform process for having crossovers in Western Australia. We 
will never come up with a single crossover. Even in a single council there will be variations, depending on 
whether the crossover is on a major road. There will be normal suburban areas, and there will be some of the 
inner-city suburbs. If we have the corners of the crossover on an angle, we will take away too much of the on-
street parking, so it will be a very straight crossover point. It is not that hard. If that is the problem, let us sit 
down and say to local governments, “Let’s come up with a set of four different varieties of crossovers that you 
can all agree on, and then that will become the standard that you all apply.” It is not that hard. There are a range 
of other areas such as those in which people complain about the issues of local government. In many other areas 
we could seek to get reform. What is often not acknowledged is the sense of community that is often created in 
small local authorities. 

Another thing I wanted to briefly comment on tonight is the suggestion that somehow large equals financially 
sustainable. I have with me a copy of the “Metropolitan Local Government Review Panel: Financial Position 
Review” of 30 May 2012.  

I believe the document was put up on government websites at one point and very quickly taken down, but there 
are still copies in circulation. The government often claims that this somehow justifies what it is seeking to do, 
yet it does not automatically correlate that large local governments are sustainable and small local governments 
are unsustainable. In fact, there is no evidence in this document that suggests that. The government has 
completely failed to make its case on those matters. 

In my view, it comes down to good management at both a councillor and an officer level in local government. 
One of the risks in amalgamating councils is that there is no guarantee that good councils will get control; it may 
be that the bad councils get control and run the whole thing into the ground. In fact, the government is trying to 
use the dishonest mechanism of saying that it is not an abolition; it is just a boundary shift. That means that the 
new council will get to control the assets of both abolished councils, with the councillors from one council 
running the show. There will be no guarantee that they will be the best possible people; in fact, there is every 
chance that they may be from some of the councils that the government thinks are doing things poorly. They will 
have five or six months. I say to people on the other side of the house that if they think that is a good idea, they 
should look at what happened when the government disaggregated the City of Perth into four towns. The then 
Court Liberal government created problems to such a degree that the Barnett government made a financial 
payment to the Town of Cambridge purporting to be in settlement of a disagreement relating to the original split. 
I think it was in the order of $11 million. There are many on the Liberal Party side who disagreed. Members who 
have been around long enough will remember the rumours around this place of a confrontation between the then 
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Minister for Lands, Doug Shave, and the current Premier, Colin Barnett, about the very matters that Mr Barnett 
has now sought to make a payment of $11.5 million to the Town of Cambridge for. One of the difficulties in 
trying to resolve that matter is that it was very hard to work out who was right and who was wrong. 

I make the point tonight that that demonstrates that if we get these things wrong, they can be very expensive and 
can continue to fester and be a problem year in, year out. That is why, if the government wanted an 
amalgamation process, it should have sat down with local government and worked through it. In my view, local 
government was very close to getting that agreement, until the Premier walked back into the show and said, “No; 
it’s my way or the highway.” Councils such as South Perth and Victoria Park, which had engaged in a 
constructive manner in this process, are now being told that they will be forcibly amalgamated, they will not get 
to keep the Burswood peninsula and, on top of that, they will not get the option of using the Dadour provisions 
because of this underhanded attempt to try to misuse the provisions of the Local Government Act. I think that is 
a real problem for those members who represent the South Metropolitan Region. I know that good, hardworking 
members of the community who have worked in local government are feeling quite betrayed at the moment. 
There are many in my North Metropolitan Region. Luckily, the northern end of the North Metropolitan Region 
generally comprises large local governments that will not be affected, although the City of Stirling will be. I 
went to a forum recently that was put on by the City of Stirling and it pointed out the rate in the dollar that will 
be paid by ratepayers in some of the areas in the City of Stirling that will be affected. It worked out to be about 
an additional $300 a year for their rates and rubbish charges that will be forced on ratepayers in the new 
councils. They were not Labor Party people. It would be fair to say that I thought I might have walked into a 
meeting of the Liberal Party because there were so many people I knew to be Liberal Party supporters, if not 
members, in that room who were absolutely incensed. I look forward to seeing whether members of the Liberal 
Party make contributions to the debate on how they will provide the necessary protections from the 
government’s clear intent and purpose in introducing this legislation. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Ken Travers is addressing the question. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think this government has clearly outlined what it intends to do after the passage of this 
legislation. As a house of review, we have the opportunity to provide some checks and balances in this 
legislation. Clearly, greater control of the membership of the enhanced and expanded Local Government 
Advisory Board will go across to the minister of the day. When we deal with legislation, we are not just dealing 
with the circumstances today; once we set this up, it will be in place well into the future. 

Last year Hon Darren West and I went to a meeting at Merredin and on the way back we dropped in at the Shire 
of Cunderdin. I do not know whether Hon Darren West remembers that meeting. The Shire of Cunderdin is not a 
hotbed of Labor activity by any stretch of the imagination, but my experience was that the membership of the 
Shire of Cunderdin consisted of many good, fine people. They were very keen and they put their proposition for 
the Shires of Cunderdin, Quairading, Tammin and York. In this case, four councils wanted to amalgamate into a 
new council. Bizarrely—I think this probably underpins why the minister might be keen to change the 
composition of the Local Government Advisory Board—the proposal was rejected. Even though the government 
has been saying for the past four years that it wants local governments to amalgamate—anyone would know that 
the government’s desire is to amalgamate governments in both metropolitan and regional Western Australia—
and four local councils indicated their willingness and preparedness to amalgamate and they did a degree of 
work on the consultation process, that proposal was knocked on the head. 

Hon Helen Morton: And did you get the reasons for it? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I did. 

Hon Helen Morton: That is good, because it was the subject of a question in the house today, obviously. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is extraordinary. I read the arguments that this government has put forward. One of 
the reasons the proposal was knocked back was a lack of public consultation by the respective councils. If that 
were the case and those same standards were applied to the proposals that have been put forward by the minister 
and, in many cases, local governments under the duress of the minister’s threats, none of the local governments 
in Western Australia would have met the criteria that the Local Government Advisory Board is saying need to be 
complied with for it to approve an amalgamation. Again, that says to me that clearly the government is 
concerned that the Local Government Advisory Board is not prepared to do its bidding, so it wants to put some 
more people on the board to ensure that the government gets its outcome from this whole process. In my view, 
that is the complete underlining purpose of this legislation. A number of other bits and pieces are laid out 
through it and we can go through the way in which complaints are managed and all the rest of it in the committee 
stage. Just as a casual observation on local government, the rules under which local government councillors 
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operate are far more horrendously onerous than the rules under which we as members of Parliament operate. 
What they can and cannot do and how they must behave is extraordinary. The Minister for Mental Health would 
not last very long as a local councillor before being hauled before the panel, and I would probably be standing 
beside her! That is the nature of the way in which we have tied up councils in red tape. We must have some 
process. 

The other thing that is fascinating is the suggestion or at least the perception that amalgamating local councils 
with York will see some of the problems in the York area transferred into that greater local government. How 
will the government manage the problems? To be honest, I have always found the officers at the Shire of York to 
be of an exceptional standard. I have known the CEO since he was at the Shire of Chittering up in Bindoon and I 
have always found him to be an excellent officer. I accept that councillors at the Shire of York have had 
arguments with some of their community members, but that is not a new phenomenon. That is something that 
happens in every local government from time to time; in my electorate, the City of Joondalup has had its fair 
share of problems with community members. Is the government serious about that? It is a bit like the debate 
about road traffic rules that we had in this house the other day; sometimes we overprescribe to the point at which 
we take all personal responsibility from the councils to manage affairs and get things going. The same argument 
applies to sharks, road rules and local government. 

A number of the other provisions in this bill are ones that, although I accept that the government has a right to 
put them forward and they are not things that I would die in a ditch to oppose — 

[Leave denied for the member’s time to be extended.] 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [7.54 pm]: It is fair to say that I have never been more surprised 
to rise to make a contribution on a bill in this place than I am to rise to make a contribution on the Local 
Government Amendment Bill 2013. Before I had the honour of being elected as a member of the South 
Metropolitan Region at the 2008 election, a variety of things caused me to put my hand up to be a candidate for 
the Liberal Party. I have spoken about some of those things previously, including how strongly I felt about those 
particular matters. I have spoken previously about a number of bills that were introduced into the Parliament 
prior to 2008 that caused me such a level of concern that I felt the need to sell my legal practice and put my hand 
up to be a Liberal candidate. I had the honour of being elected as a member of the South Metropolitan Region. I 
can confidently say that since that time I never once turned my mind to issues concerning local government; they 
were not the type of things that exercised my mind or caused me to lose any sleep. In the past five years I have 
been in this place I have tended, I would like to think, to restrict my contributions to matters that are of particular 
import. In other words, it was once suggested to me not to sweat the small stuff. In this case, as I said, I am very 
surprised that there is a need for me to engage in the debate on this bill. I certainly would not have thought I 
would and I am still surprised that there is a need for it. However, a sequence of events has occurred that has left 
me with no alternative but to make a contribution this evening. 

By way of some background, it might be helpful for me to indicate my philosophy on local government reforms. 
It is not something to which I had to turn my mind too often in legal practice, but as we come to scrutinise this 
bill it is necessary for me to make some brief comments. Firstly, I say at the outset that I am not opposed to local 
government reform per se. Indeed, the Deputy President (Hon Simon O’Brien) may well know that I had a 
particularly strong view on the proposed referendum to give constitutional recognition to local government. My 
view was, and still is, that that was entirely inappropriate and the reason for that is quite simple: local 
government is a creature of statute and a creature of the states. It is entirely up to the states—in this case, the 
state of Western Australia—to determine what, if any, local government it might choose to have in its state. For 
that simple reason there was no need to exercise a variety of other reasons why one might be opposed to the 
referendum; it was just so obvious that it went without saying. I am pleased to see that went absolutely nowhere. 

In the consideration of matters to do with local government, it was useful for me to stumble across a document—
a classic work, we might say—titled Democracy in America by Alexis de Tocqueville. He begins his 
examination of American institutions with the township of New England. Interestingly, what he says is very 
instructive as we consider this bill. I quote from that classic work as follows — 

It is not by chance that I examine the township first.  

The township is the sole association that is so much in nature that everywhere men are gathered, a 
township forms by itself.  

Township society therefore exists among all peoples, whatever their usages and their laws may be; it is 
man who makes kingdoms and creates republics; the township appears to issue directly from the hands 
of God. But if the township has existed since there have been men, the freedom of a township is a rare 
and fragile thing 
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.... 
Among all freedoms, that of townships, which is established with such difficulty, is also the most 
exposed to the invasions of power. Left to themselves, the institutions of a township can scarcely 
struggle against an enterprising and strong government; 

... 

It is nonetheless in the township that the force of free peoples resides. The institutions of a township are 
to freedom what primary schools are to science; they put it within reach of the people; they make them 
taste its peaceful employ and habituate them to making use of it. Without the institutions of a township 
a nation can give itself a free government, but it does not have the spirit of freedom. 

As I said earlier, my view is very much that, constitutionally speaking, local government in Australia is a 
creature of the state legislatures. However, I submit that if we in this place representing the people of Western 
Australia wish to defend the inherent right of our state to determine its own affairs against the creeping and 
indeed sometimes galloping centralisation increasingly pursued by federal Parliaments of all persuasions, we 
ought to be consistent in defending the principal of what de Tocqueville called “administrative decentralisation”, 
which members of the European Union refer to in the politics there as subsidiarity. A soon-to-be-released book 
by a good friend of mine, Dr Augusto Zimmermann, and his colleague, Dr Michelle Evans, states, according to 
my notes — 

Subsidiarity is often described as a norm calling for the devolution of power or for performing social 
functions at the lowest possible level. 

I think these are important first principles to consider when we scrutinise this bill. From my introductory remarks 
it should be clear that I approach the scrutiny of this bill with two questions in mind. Firstly, would the 
provisions of this bill, if enacted, help foster vigorous local government in Western Australia? Secondly, do the 
provisions of the bill rightfully respect the integrity of local government and the freedom of Western Australians 
to have a say in their own local affairs or do they diminish this freedom? 

I want to focus on clause 14 of the bill. Section 1.3(2)(b) of the Local Government Act 1995 states that the act is 
intended to result in — 

… greater community participation in the decisions and affairs of local governments; 

That is what the current act states. The proposition in clause 14 of the bill seems to have the opposite effect to 
the stated intention of the Local Government Act, and therefore requires close scrutiny by members of this 
chamber. Clause 14 is a temporary measure designed to operate between the day on which clause 14 comes into 
operation and 31 December 2016, or a later date appointed by the Governor. This temporary measure will allow 
the Local Government Advisory Board to conduct a formal inquiry into, and make a recommendation to the 
minister about boundary changes or amalgamations of local government districts in the metropolitan area 
without either calling for submissions or, if unsolicited submissions are received, considering those submissions. 
If this bill had passed this place prior to it rising for the summer recess, it would have been possible for the Local 
Government Advisory Board to have proceeded to a formal inquiry into the 34 proposals currently before it 
regarding local government districts in the metropolitan area without the benefit of public submissions. In other 
words, Mr Deputy President (Hon Simon O’Brien), you and I and our colleagues would have been 
disenfranchised along with hundreds of members of the public, who would no doubt express their democratic 
right to have and to express a view on where the boundaries of their own local government should fall. Indeed, 
Mr Deputy President, you and I and our good friend Hon Phil Edman and the hardworking and capable member 
for South Perth, John McGrath, share a common view that the proposal to hand all or part of the Burswood 
peninsula to the City of Perth is an affront to commonsense. It is made in defiance of the obvious boundary that 
is the beautiful Swan River, which, as every Western Australian knows, divides Perth into those who live north 
and those who live south of the river. It is interesting and important for us to reflect on the fact that the City of 
South Perth and the Town of Victoria Park have made it clear that the retention of the whole of the Burswood 
peninsula is critical to the sustainability of the proposed amalgamated local government. The minister for Local 
Government’s proposal that the site of the Burswood Casino and the new stadium will be, I quote — 

… excised from this new district and included in the modified City of Perth due to their strategic 
importance to the metropolitan area. 

In my view that proposal lacks any detail or persuasive rationale. I would say that the City of Perth’s grab for the 
whole of the peninsula is clearly motivated by the additional revenue that this would mean for the city. 

Another text that I consulted prior to considering this bill was Chesterton’s imaginative novel exploring the 
passion of local patriotism, The Napoleon of Notting Hill, in which Adam Wayne raised a local militia to defend 
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Pump Street, a street with nothing in it but a public house and a penny toyshop, from the greedy burghers of 
Bayswater. Perhaps, Mr Deputy President, with my tongue firmly in my cheek, you and I, Hon Phil Edman, the 
member for South Perth and anyone else who might want to join us ought to consider forming the militia of 
South Perth and Victoria Park to hold the southern end of the causeway against all land-grabbing imperialist 
invaders from the north. Lest it be thought that this is a joke, let me indicate the strength of feeling within the 
Liberal Party on this particular issue. I hasten to add that it is not that I am opposed to local government reform 
but the issue of the Burswood peninsula is a massive issue. Last night, I had the privilege of attending the 
divisional council of Swan division of the Liberal Party. The Liberal Party is divided into 15 divisions, one of 
which is the Swan division, and it had its monthly meeting last night. At the divisional council meeting last 
night, the Swan division passed—by the way I should add, Mr Deputy President, that I passed on your apologies 
for being unable to attend the meeting. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! 

Hon Ken Travers: Bringing the President into the debate. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: That is the point I was just about to raise, and I do so gently, just as a point of 
advice for all members. It is not customary to involve the presiding member or acting presiding member in the 
debate. You might refer to colleagues from South Metropolitan in a general sense but it is not customary to 
involve, even in a supportive way, the presiding member or refer to the presiding member as having a particular 
position, no matter how much the presiding member might indeed want to make a contribution. Thank you for 
passing on my apologies, and we will not refer to it again. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I thank the Deputy President for that correction and I withdraw my last remarks. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I will outline what the Swan division of the Liberal Party passed last night. I quote the 
papers from the meeting, which state — 

The Swan Division of the Liberal Party refers the Minister for Local Government to the Division’s 
unanimous motion of 22 July 2013 — 

I pause to emphasise that date, which indicates how long this has been an issue advocated for within the Liberal 
Party. I continue — 

… and further the Division: 

(a) Notes that — 

i. the Swan River is the natural boundary between the City of Perth and the City of 
South Perth and Town of Victoria Park; 

ii. businesses on the Burswood Peninsula provide the greatest rate revenue (around 
$5,000,000) for the Town of Victoria Park; 

iii. the loss of the Burswood Peninsula to the Town of Victoria Park would require the 
Town to make large rate increases and/or reduce services to residents; 

(b) Notes with concern that the Minister has proposed to the Local Government Advisory 
Board — 

i. abolishing the City of South Perth; 
… 
iv. that councillors from the Town of Victoria Park will make all decisions relating to the 

former City of South Perth (until new elections are held); 

v.  that residents of the City of South Perth and the Town of Victoria Park will be denied 
their right to a vote on the changes under the Dadour provisions; and 

vi.  removing the Burswood Peninsula from the Town of Victoria Park and allocating it 
and its substantial rate revenue across the Swan River to the City of Perth; 

(c)  Requests the Minister — 

i.  withdraw his proposal to the Local Government Advisory Board; and 
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ii.  support the joint City of South Perth and Town of Victoria Park submission to the 
Board noting that submission was Western Australia’s sole cooperative attempt by 
neighbouring local governments to jointly implement the State Government’s reform 
agenda without substantial detriment to local residents. 

That is the end of the motion. I might add, having been there as an observer or as a guest of the meeting, I 
happened to note that the motion was passed unanimously. 

I took that unusual step of reading into the record of this place a motion from the lay party of the Liberal Party to 
simply indicate that this matter has been advocated for in excess of a year and it is fair to say that people are now 
exasperated for not having been listened to. I again re-emphasise my earlier comments that for me to bother to 
engage on a bill to do with local government reform still surprises me, because, frankly, where there are lines on 
a map really does not cause me to lose any sleep at night. I re-emphasise my earlier point: it is for the state to 
decide these things—absolutely. But when we say it is for the state to decide these things, we also have an 
underlying assumption, I think it is fair to say, that these things will be dealt with with a level of commonsense. 
Where that is absolutely and obviously absent is with the Burswood peninsula. Quite frankly, had it not been for 
the outrageous proposition that the Burswood peninsula now suddenly and miraculously go to north of the river, 
into the welcoming hands of the City of Perth, I probably would not even have bothered to make a speech this 
evening. However, the strength of feeling south of the river, particularly by the residents of South Perth and 
Victoria Park, is strong. 

I have heard many a time it being put to me that people do not actually care too much about this local 
government reform agenda. To some extent that is true. I have not received an overwhelming amount of 
correspondence from constituents to say that they would really like to see local government reform; and in the 
same breath, not a great deal of correspondence from people not wanting reform. I hasten to add that is in respect 
of people in the South Metropolitan Region. Indeed, I have received an abundance of correspondence from 
people in the country and from the western suburbs. With respect to the South Metropolitan Region, I have had a 
modest amount of correspondence on this issue—probably more so, in fairness, from people within the City of 
Cockburn, but generally speaking people are not overly concerned. People from the Town of Victoria Park and 
the City of South Perth are very concerned about it—so much so that the Swan division of the Liberal Party 
decided to move a motion on it last night. I hope that eventually the message will get through to the powers that 
be that this really is not satisfactory. I might add my support at this time to the motion that was passed last night 
that suggested that the Minister for Local Government withdraw his proposal to the Local Government Advisory 
Board. That would indeed be an extremely helpful thing. It would take a lot of angst out of this debate with 
respect to those people south of the river. I appreciate that members in other regions have other constituents’ 
issues; I do not intend to engage with respect to them. 

I want to touch on a further thing. Given that the bill was not passed by this house before the summer recess and 
that the Local Government Advisory Board has already called for, and is receiving, submissions on the 
34 proposals, the provisions in clause 14 really, if enacted, only apply to proposals from the board to vary the 
scope of the inquiry or to recommend to the minister an order that is significantly different from the proposal 
into which it formerly inquired. The existing legislation already allows the board in these circumstances to set its 
own period to receive submissions. It is not bound to offer the six-week period required for initial inquiries. This 
seems to give the board sufficient flexibility to move the process forward while still allowing for public input to 
be considered. 

The proposals for changes to local government in the metropolitan area currently being considered by the 
advisory board are significant. The outcome will affect constituents for many years to come. I should also hasten 
to add that there appears to be no valid reason for the state to deprive constituents of their established and natural 
rights to have their views fully considered. At the very least, if the bill is to become an authentically good bill, it 
would need to be amended to ensure that the board must consider any submission made to it at any stage of the 
reform process. 

I return to the issue of South Perth and Victoria Park. I earlier mentioned the proposal that the two local 
government districts be amalgamated. The proposal from the Minister for Local Government that the City of 
South Perth be abolished and the boundary of the Town of Victoria Park simply be extended to include all of the 
area of the abolished local government district of South Perth is, to say the very least, a curious way to deal with 
matters. The justification advanced—that this would enable at least one bank account and an ABN to continue—
is laughable. If the two local governments amalgamate, I would have thought that it would take a moderately 
switched-on accountant about the sum total of one day to sort out any bank account and a new ABN for the new 
entity. The proposal is plainly worded so as to avoid the possibility of a poll under clause 8 of schedule 2.1 of the 
act. This seeks to deprive the electors of this right by playing with the description of the proposal—in other 
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words, calling it a “boundary change” rather than an “amalgamation”. I once again emphasise for the hard of 
hearing that I am not opposed to local government reform—never have been—but I do share the belief of 
de Tocqueville and Chesterton that I referred to earlier that local government should be conducted by locals, not 
by the heavy-handed interference of a higher level of government. 

I make one last comment before I conclude, and it relates to an issue that was discussed at length during this 
second reading debate; that is, the addition of members to the board. I share a somewhat different view from 
other members who have contributed to this debate. On one hand we have heard from our good friends from the 
bush that this is an excellent amendment that they have somehow played a hand in because it will now ensure 
that there is no “control”—my word—by the local government minister in the composition of the panel. I will 
have something to say about that in a moment. The other proposition that was put forward most recently by 
Hon Ken Travers is that this is exactly what is going on—that is, it is all about the local government minister 
controlling the people on the board. As I say, I share a somewhat different view from those two that I have 
outlined. With the greatest respect to my cousins from the bush, I do not share their optimism necessarily that 
this somehow avoids the proposition that Hon Ken Travers put forward. I can understand the concern outlined by 
the honourable member: giving the local government minister the opportunity to not only choose two people, but 
also to choose from a list, means it is not unreasonable to suggest that the outcome might be the same, 
particularly if the list is long. I believe I heard some time during the course of the debate that the list might be as 
long as 12 people. Certainly if it were me making the decision and I had a list of 12 to choose from, naturally I 
would choose one out of the 12 who particularly grabs my fancy! I do not think that is unreasonable in terms of 
that proposition moved by Hon Ken Travers. However, I hasten to add something that I learnt from 
Hon Ed Dermer. He used to say from time to time in this place that he sought a charitable interpretation of 
things. I would like to do the same thing in this respect—that is, to charitably assume that this is not about 
control and that people who are selected to perform a function on the board will do so with the independence that 
is actually required of them. It is not an option. It is not any different from the role of members of this place. 
When members come in here and swear the oath at the beginning of the Parliament, members are not swearing 
an oath to their parties. Those who feel that is the case should perhaps go and reflect once again on what the oath 
is. Indeed, part of the oath seeks us to do things in the best interests of the people of Western Australia. The 
people on the advisory board, irrespective of how they might have been appointed or who chose them to do that, 
have an obligation at every level, whether it is an ethical or a legal obligation—they have an obligation to fulfil 
that role with proper care and attention. They have a duty. It is a little like company directors, if you like, or 
people on the boards of not-for-profit organisations. They have to take self-interest out of it and they are there in 
that capacity at that moment in time. That is sometimes difficult for people to do, because we all come to the 
table with our varying experiences, and it is not that we can forget who we were before we walked in the door. 
Just as it is the role of members in this place to scrutinise legislation and to say things—to borrow a phrase from 
Hon Phil Edman’s speech the other night—as they are, and to speak the truth, it is exactly the same for members 
on the advisory board. They will be required, whether they were appointed by the minister or selected from a list, 
to fulfil their duties with due independence, complete integrity and a high level of competence. That is what is 
expected of them.  
Hon Darren West: What if there were a change of government and a different minister; would you still have the 
same level of faith?  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Yes, I would, because, as I said, it is not necessarily about the person choosing the 
people on the panel; it is about the people who are chosen. I charitably assume that each of those individuals has 
a level of personal integrity and understands their role. That may not be the case. They may do exactly as 
Hon Ken Travers has suggested and—let me get on the record—that would be unsatisfactory. That would, in my 
view, be a breach of their role. I do have a slightly different view than other honourable members on this matter.  

Hon Ken Travers: Do you agree that it is an improper purpose to try to abolish a council by extending the 
boundaries?  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I would not want to make an absolute statement on that, Hon Ken Travers, because there 
may be circumstances in which that is appropriate. Perhaps an off-the-cuff example might be a scenario like the 
Town of East Fremantle, a very small town next to the City of Fremantle. Maybe in those circumstances the 
complete abolition of the Town of East Fremantle to be subsumed into the City of Fremantle is appropriate. I do 
not want to rule out that possibility and say that it can never be done in any situation. What I do know, Hon Ken 
Travers, is that it is entirely inappropriate for the City of South Perth. I would say the same if it were the reverse. 
If the City of South Perth’s boundary were to take over the whole of the Town of Victoria Park, the same 
principle applies.  

Hon Ken Travers: I do not think that was ever intended or, with the way the act is written, that they envisaged 
the abolition of the two and the creation of a new one.  
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: Members should put themselves in the shoes of the councillors of the Town of Victoria 
Park and the City of South Perth who have had it preached to them for years now that thou shalt amalgamate and 
to start talking, and they go and do that and put in exactly that proposal only to be told, “Guess what? We are 
going to take away Burswood from you.” I understand their utter exasperation at their situation.  

I conclude by indicating that I am left in the most unenviable position of being expected to support a bill in 
circumstances in which the case for some of its provisions has not been made. I look forward to hearing the reply 
to the second reading debate.  

HON AMBER-JADE SANDERSON (East Metropolitan) [8.24 pm]: I rise this evening to contribute to the 
Local Government Amendment Bill 2013. I start by stating that Hon Nick Goiran and I would vastly differ and 
furiously disagree on some fundamental social and political principles, but I found myself in agreement with a 
lot of what he said about this bill tonight.  

When we look at the bill, we look at a process that has been going on since 2009. That process is now in its fifth 
year. For such a fundamental and priority reform for a state government, that is a very long and drawn out time 
for any reform process. It has been an unwieldy and long time to manage that process. The process started in 
2009, and part of that process was the release of the executive summary of the Metropolitan Local Government 
Review, the Robson review, released in October 2012, which was the report of the panel that was put together to 
look at local government reform as a whole. The executive summary sets out some of the reasons and 
recommendations of the Robson review. I want to go through a couple of those tonight in making my 
contribution.  

Some of the reasons for the need for reform that the panel set out include that currently among many local 
councils there is a significant level of duplication and waste of resources; great inconsistencies in processes and 
approaches that result in difficulties for business, lost opportunities for communities and confusion for 
consumers; and a fragmented approach to local planning. I would not disagree with that. Another reason is the 
great variation in the size and capacity of local governments, which is obvious, given the disparity of sizes and 
the large disparity of service levels between different local governments. I would not disagree with most of those 
propositions. In fact, I do not think I have met anyone in local government who has said that it is perfect; it does 
not need reform; we should just stay exactly as we; they just need to leave us alone. None of the constituents 
who have written or emailed me have said that it is perfect and that there is no need for reform. Most people 
recognise that there is some case for reform and that we can do better in terms of duplication, service delivery 
and the kind of inconsistencies that businesses, developers and overarching planners need to deal with, and 
having large entities split by things such as the airport and the universities split by a number of local 
governments does not make much sense either.  

Some of the recommendations of the Robson review strike a chord for me. Recommendation 17 calls for 
compulsory voting at local government elections. If we are serious about making local government reform and 
about making local government a legitimate third level of government, we should seriously consider 
amendments to the Electoral Act to make voting in local government elections compulsory. That has to be a 
fundamental part of any reform process for local government. Voting is compulsory for state and federal 
elections and if the government’s true intention is to reform and legitimise that level of government, we should 
be looking at electoral reform.  

Recommendation 19 concerns party and group nominations. That is always controversial. Recommendation 26 
states — 

The State Government decision on reform should be made as soon as possible, and if the decision is to 
proceed with structural reforms, the process of implementation should begin without delay.  

The government has abjectly failed on that recommendation. It has absolutely failed on delivering that 
recommendation because the process is now in its fifth year and it has caused confusion and anxiety, and groups 
and councils have become entrenched in positions because they feel that they are under attack.  

Recommendation 27 states — 
Councils to take on a leadership role in the reform debate and prepare their residents now for the 
possibility of changes in the future.  

Councils have done that to varying degrees; they have mostly participated in the debate. It is a matter of opinion 
whether it has been constructive across the board, but generally there has been huge coverage, huge amounts of 
community discussion and discussion from local governments with their ratepayers about the effect that they 
believe local government reform is going to have on them.  

Recommendation 28 reads — 
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The State Government assist and support local governments by providing tools to cope with change and 
developing an overarching communication and change management strategy.  

We have only just seen the toolkit for recommendation 28. I think we have abjectly failed on recommendation 
28, which is to be proactive in this change-management process. Change management is a hard thing; people are 
often afraid of change. People make a living out of managing these processes because it is not easy. Whoever has 
been in charge of this change-management process has absolutely failed because they have failed to clearly 
articulate the benefits of these reforms to the community and that has dangers in itself, which I will go into later 
in my speech.  

We move from the Robson review 2012, with the government still creating a lot of anxiety. The Premier made a 
number of statements before the last election that there would be no forced amalgamations and people took him 
at his word. The minister also made those statements and people took him at his word because they thought that 
if the government was going to do something as fundamental as reform local government, it would use the 
existing Dadour provisions in the Local Government Act. They took that to mean that the Dadour provisions 
would remain and that people would have a say. They did not think there would be some clever language shift or 
wider use of the act to, essentially, provide the desired outcome; namely, to amalgamate councils against the will 
of the local governments.  

After the last state election the Premier was still saying that the government would not override councils. In an 
interview on 6PR, the Premier said, “We’re not going to override people and be dogmatic about it, but one way 
or another it’s going to happen.” That is a contradiction in terms. He also said, “We’ll probably start with the 
City of Perth.” The policy has gone a lot broader than that. People took the Premier and the minister at their 
word that there would not be forced amalgamations but that is, essentially, what we are seeing. As part of that 
discussion with local governments it has been said, as was noted by Hon Nick Goiran, that councils were 
encouraged to enter into discussions and negotiations about what any potential amalgamation might look like. A 
number of councils constructively engaged in that process and put agreed submissions to the Local Government 
Advisory Board; they used logical boundaries; they kept communities together; they went through the process 
the Premier and the government had suggested. The boundary proposal that was then released completely 
ignored those proposals for a number of local governments. South Perth and Victoria Park are one pair in the 
East Metropolitan Region; the City of Swan and the Town of Bassendean are other examples. Two local 
governments were willing to merge and work together and it made sense for the two of them to do so. The 
government ignored that and provided a completely different proposal for them. It undermines people’s 
confidence in the process. It continually undermines the confidence of people interested in local government and 
those who are committed to local government in the genuine motivations of this government. What are the real 
motivations behind this reform? So much has been said by this government on the one hand, and on the other 
hand something completely different in various forums, and that has created anxiety. A number of boundary 
proposals did not make sense; they will split communities down the middle and ignore good, cooperative 
working arrangements.  

Local government involves much more than collecting rates and rubbish. People used to have a vision that they 
just collected rates and rubbish, but they provide sporting facilities, services and local community grants. People 
are incredibly passionate about their local government because they have local involvement. People can get 
elected to council and have a say on how things are run. Rather than carping from the sidelines, people can get 
actively involved and local government is a means of doing that. As Hon Ken Travers stated, local government 
councillors are under an enormous amount of local scrutiny. They are immediately accountable to their 
communities for the decisions they make on council. Their remuneration is very low for the amount of work that 
is often involved in local government. If we are looking at local government, we need to look at the kind of 
remuneration that exists for the people who are able to do it. Incredibly low remuneration rates restrict local 
government representation to people who can afford to work part-time or who can afford to put that time aside 
for little remuneration; they have other financial means so they can continue to make their contributions. It 
makes it hard for people who have to work full-time, for parents and for low-income earners to participate in that 
level of local government. That is another aspect of important reform in terms of attracting people to local 
government. As well as providing for scrutiny, local government involvement can be incredibly personal. When 
we run for any office, state or federal, we open ourselves up to personal attack. But I think there is a very special 
brand of personal politics in local government because people are very closely associated as a community. The 
work involved is very wearying and takes its toll.  

This reform process is laid over all that with local government councillors, who are committed to local 
government and their community while attempting to make genuine changes and deliver genuine and good 
services for their ratepayers while dealing with their anxiety over what will happen to their municipality. Over 
the last few months, since this legislation has passed in the Assembly, we have seen a change of language from 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 25 February 2014] 

 p512b-533a 
Hon Ken Travers; Hon Nick Goiran; Deputy President (hon simon o’brien); Deputy President; Hon Amber-Jade 

Sanderson; Hon Robyn McSweeney; Hon Alanna Clohesy 

 [15] 

this government. That change has gone from, “We’re not going to force amalgamations; we want amalgamations 
but we will not force them”, to “Now we want people to consider boundary changes as a way of abolishing an 
entire local government.” That is not a boundary change; it is a merger or a takeover. Local governments that are 
the smaller part of those boundary changes feel it is a takeover, whereas previously they were in genuine 
discussions about how a merger would materialise and operate within their communities. Two examples of that 
in the metropolitan region are the Shire of Mundaring and the City of Swan. According to the shire president, the 
City of Swan and the Shire of Mundaring were in very constructive discussions about how those two local 
government entities would merge. Now the game has changed, so they do not need to be in constructive 
discussions anymore; it will be a boundary change whereby the whole of Mundaring will become part of the City 
of Swan. That is a takeover; it is not a merger discussion nor is it a genuine process of bringing two entities 
together. That shire needs to go back to its ratepayers and have a conversation about what this means to them. It 
is very disappointing for that particular local government. It put its effort into moving in this direction, but the 
change will, essentially, amount to a takeover. The other example is the Town of Bassendean, which will be on 
the smaller end of any boundary change. It has great concerns about its ability to advocate for its ratepayers in 
such a big council when, essentially, around July 2015, those boundaries will change; those councils will be 
dismissed, I assume, and the local people will not have any local representation until October that year. They 
will have no locally elected representatives for three to four months of that year until local government elections 
are held. It will leave the whole community in limbo. What will happen to projects or to the delivery of services? 
It will leave people in limbo.  

A number of members made a point about the City of Stirling, which has been very active in this sphere. It has 
had conversations with its ratepayers about the potential impact on rates. Its ratepayers are deeply concerned 
about losing parts of Mt Lawley and Dianella and about losing consistency with heritage and planning provisions 
in those areas. As I said, this process will leave the smaller areas with no representation for a period, and that is 
deeply worrying. The community despises being treated with contempt, which is essentially what is happening. 
The government said repeatedly that it would not force amalgamations. Judging by the correspondence that I 
have received, people have taken that at face value. They want to keep the Dadour provisions and have their say. 
They assumed that when the Premier said that there would be no amalgamations, that he would do the 
upstanding thing and lead from the front using the provisions in the act that allow people to have a say. 
However, the government is now using “boundary changes”, which is sneaky and underhanded. The government 
is essentially exploiting a loophole in the act to deliver the outcome of forced amalgamations. 

I hope that the smaller parties that support this bill are absolutely certain—110 per cent certain—that they will be 
able to go back to their electorates, particularly those in the regions, with their hand on their heart and say that 
their constituents are protected by this bill. I hope they look very closely at it, because if the government can do 
this in the metropolitan area without changing the Dadour provisions, it will do it in the regions—it is just a 
matter of time. Let us wait and see. 

I will talk briefly about clause 4 of the bill, which relates to the Local Government Advisory Board taking into 
consideration government policy decisions. Clause 4 is headed “Minister may advise Advisory Board about 
Government policy” and proposes to insert section 2.46. It reads — 

(1) The Minister may, in writing, advise the Advisory Board about any general or specific policy 
of the Government relating to local governments. 

(2) In carrying out its functions … the Advisory Board does not have to act in accordance with 
any Government policy advised to the Board by the Minister under subsection (1). 

I contrast that provision with clause 4 of the original bill, which stated that in carrying out its functions under the 
act, the board must have regard to any policy submitted to the board by the minister, but the board does not have 
to act in accordance with that policy. The words “must have regard to” and “does not have to act in accordance” 
are very distinct. What is the point of having that provision if it is not a statutory requirement to “have regard 
to”? I refer to the minister’s second reading speech, which states — 

… to maintain the board’s independence, the bill expressly provides that the board does not need to act 
in accordance with any government policy. 

I can only assume, having read the two clauses and noting their differences and having read the second reading 
speech, that the original motivation was that it should not maintain its independence and that it has to act in 
accordance with government policy. The concerns about the make-up of the board and how it will implement 
decisions, which have been mentioned by other members in this chamber, are warranted. The board itself will 
comprise nine members, which is a large number considering the volume of information and the number of 
decisions that have to be made unanimously. There is an unwieldiness in that of itself. The ability to cherrypick 
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candidates from a longlist of 12 reminds me of something that someone said to me a number of years ago—
namely, never do a survey unless you know what the outcome is going to be. This strikes me as having the same 
effect; never ask for candidates unless the outcome can be controlled. As members from both sides of the 
chamber have mentioned, a list of 12 is not a genuine process that allows local government to put its best people 
forward, given that the minister has the final say and can knock off the other 10 candidates. 

I move to community feelings about this bill. I have had more correspondence about this issue than I have had on 
any other issue in my very short time in this place. People are not angry about reform—that is not what has come 
through. Rather, people are angry about being deceived and the prospect of having their democratic right to have 
a say in this reform removed through the use of boundary changes rather than the Dadour provisions. Given the 
amount of time we have had for this process, I would have thought that a proper change management and 
negotiating process could have been put in this place by the government, but it has been utterly incompetent. 
Instead, it has made changes to policy with flip-flopping and deception. People are now entrenched. Local 
government areas are entrenched and they are at a point at which they are pitted against each other, which is one 
of the saddest parts of this whole sorry saga. Local governments that worked well together, and will probably 
have to work very well together, are now at loggerheads on some of the most fundamentals principles on which 
they previously agreed. It is sad and disappointing, and it will certainly hinder the ability of those organisations 
to move forward as best they can. They are entrenched because they feel under attack. The best thing that the 
government could have done was to coax them out of their trenches, but it did not. They have further embedded 
themselves and now the government will override them by implementing boundary changes and hope that they 
will make as little noise as possible. 

There has been an abject failure to clearly articulate the benefits of this reform to the community. People are not 
opposed to reform, but they do not know exactly what they are signing up to because there have been no costings 
and no proper budgeting. Moreover, no funding has been set aside for this huge reform process. People do not 
know what it will cost local government or what services, which they fought hard for their local councils to 
provide, will continue to be provided by them. 

I will touch on the comments of Hon Ken Travers who said that there seems to be a discussion that only big local 
governments are sustainable. We have to strike a balance with reform and not let local government become too 
large and impersonal. It may be that some small local governments are not as sustainable and that having a lot of 
smaller ones creates duplication, red tape and a doubling up of processes. But very large local governments can 
be impersonal and hard for people to access. It is another level and layer of bureaucracy of which we already 
have a lot in this country. Many citizens find it difficult to navigate their local council, whether their issue relates 
to parking, planning or dealing with the next-door neighbour’s barking dog. Dealing with large entities is often 
met with dealing with large bureaucracies and a lot of different rules, and people are daunted by that fact. 

The community is unaware of the tangible benefits and, at this point, is unsupportive of forced local 
amalgamations. I refer to a Western Australian opinion poll that polled about 400 voters by telephone. Less than 
one-third of respondents said they approved of the proposal to force amalgamations, while 47.3 per cent said that 
they disapproved of forced amalgamations. That is a lot of people. There have been low turnouts at local 
government elections because people are despondent and uncertain about what this will mean for them. They do 
not want the state government dictating what will happen with their local government. I will read some of the 
comments singled out for why people supported their local government. One person said — 

Because I am very happy with the services the way they are. I feel that it will affect the community 
resources and services will become poorer. 

That is a belief in the community, and it is a failure of the government to articulate how this reform will benefit 
the community. Another person said — 

The councils will be too big, impersonal and very clumsy. They won’t care about many of its 
constituents and their needs; this would generate a lack of awareness of the real issues being 
experienced by the ratepayers. 

Again, there is that sense of further distance from government and an inability for local people to be able to put 
their local issues directly to a local representative. 

The other glaringly obvious failure in this saga is the lack of any proper funding for this huge project. When we 
bring two or three organisations together, and sometimes four or seven in the northern suburbs, it takes a lot of 
money and a lot of processing. No money has been genuinely set aside for local governments to do this. They 
have had to carve money out of their existing budgets to pay for communication with residents and to begin to 
embark on this process as it is. They have had very, very little assistance from the state government. One report 
in The West Australian claims that one council merger could cost $100 million. That is a huge amount of money. 
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Hon Nick Goiran: That’s an exaggeration. 

Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: It probably is, honourable member; I agree. But it is going to be 
expensive, and I will tell members why it is going to be expensive. People will be laid off, and that is expensive. 
Services will need to be rebranded and rebadged, and entire councils will need to be rebadged, and that is a very 
expensive exercise. 
That leads me to the issue of morale amongst staff in local government, which is very low and uncertain. There 
are provisions in this bill that deal with transitional employment arrangements. They are very important, but they 
are very costly. Who is going to pay for those transitional arrangements? Who is going to provide for those 
redundancies and for those staffing restructures? That is creating uncertainty and difficulty on the ground, and a 
very anxious environment for the people delivering the services. 

I have a number of questions on this bill, particularly about the way the board is going to operate. I hope they 
can be answered in the committee stage. I want to see the government engage positively with local councils and 
try to manage this process, which has been anxious and difficult and is now entrenched amongst local 
government councillors. I want the government to coax them out, engage with them constructively, listen to what 
they are saying and acknowledge whole communities and existing relationships so that those local governments 
can work together in the future, because that is essentially what they will have to do. It is the best thing that they, 
as well as this state government, can do for the ratepayers. 

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [8.54 pm]: Reform is nothing new. I have been around this place 
a long time—I think I sound a bit like Hon Norman Moore now. 
Hon Ken Travers: Far more enjoyable to listen to. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I do not think I will answer that; it might incriminate me. 
I remember very far back, so I remember using words such as “incompetent” and “deception”, which the 
honourable member has just used, but it was against the Labor Party. In 2006, I asked Hon Jon Ford this 
question — 

I refer to the tabled report on local government reform. It states in the report that the board believes 
there is a pressing need for regional arrangements to be formalised in many parts of the state. It 
recommends that regional arrangements be further extended and formalised and that all local 
governments become members of a regional body. It goes on to state that the new entities formed by the 
proposed amalgamations should become members of a regional group and cooperate with other local 
governments and share resources where appropriate. Does “formalising” mean “amalgamation”; and, if 
not, what does the minister believe “formalising” means? 

Amalgamation has been around and pushed very hard by Labor members at various times. I have never been for 
forced amalgamations; I think forced amalgamations are very wrong. If in this bill the Dadour provisions were 
amended, I would have a problem, but the Dadour provisions are not being amended and — 

Hon Ken Travers: Do you accept that the way the government is proposing to conduct the amalgamations 
defeats the intent of the Dadour provisions? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: The government is using the act as it currently stands. 

Hon Ken Travers: That’s debatable. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I have the act here, compliments of Hon Simon O’Brien. I have had a pretty 
good look at the act because, as the member knows, I like legislation, but that provision is not in it. As I said, if 
the Dadour provisions were going to be amended, I would have a real problem with that. I remember that 
Hon Jon Ford had 37 no-confidence motions against him. I stood up and said that he had had 37 no-confidence 
motions against him in a short time, and he yelled back, “I’ve only had 23!” I said, “Well, I guess 23 is better 
than 37.” It just points out that amalgamations and local government increase passions around the state. The 
question that I asked Hon Jon Ford was about the regional amalgamations, because, clearly, back in 2006 that 
issue was on the agenda. Hon Jon Ford was more interested in regional cooperation than amalgamation but, 
clearly, the bureaucrats were still going on about amalgamations. 

I turn to the overview of the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013. It is not a bad bill. It allows the minister 
to advise the Local Government Advisory Board on any government policy that may be relevant to a particular 
inquiry; increases the discretion of the advisory board regarding submission periods; expands the membership of 
the advisory board to provide for additional sector and community representation; and provides the local 
government standards panel with the discretionary power to dismiss frivolous or vexatious complaints, which is 
a very important amendment. The bill provides for the withdrawal of complaints made to the standards panel; 
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removes an electoral offence relating to defamatory statements during elections; clarifies aspects of the recent 
legislative reforms relating to elected member fees and allowances; and ensures consistency in provisions that 
limit the termination payments of local government chief executive officers and officers to one year’s 
remuneration. 

If we take the bill in that context, it is a very good bill. I think where it becomes a little murky is that the City of 
South Perth and the Town of Victoria Park are clearly very unhappy because there are big-money items in those 
two communities. When people have a perception that things are being forced upon them, it is very hard for a 
community to take. I have had experience of local government only in regional areas. I was a local government 
councillor on the Shire of Bridgetown–Greenbushes council for six years. In the country, local government is a 
lot of things and it becomes the hub of activity. If I take the fire season as one instance, apart from calling the 
fire brigade, the local government is the first port of call. Local government really is the hub of the community. 
As I have travelled around the state, I have realised that it is very similar in Perth. Local government councils are 
a hub—a hive—of the community. 

Hon Ken Travers: Do you realise that when you were on the shire, the shire president went on to become the 
president at the Shire of Peppermint Grove? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I do. I will not say what I want to, but, yes, I remember that. 

When this bill goes through, I certainly hope that there is more consultation. I know that the Minister for Local 
Government, Hon Tony Simpson, is communicating very hard and is talking to councils in metropolitan Perth. 
He is probably all talked out. If his white hair is anything to go by, I think the local government ministry must be 
quite a hard one these days. 

Hon Ken Travers: But he keeps giving them commitments that get overturned later. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: No. 

Hon Ken Travers: Talk to them and they will tell you. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: No. Once again, that is a perception. If people listen to and read what he says, I 
do not think he strays far from what he means or what he is saying. 

Hon Ken Travers: I think his intentions are genuine. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Robyn McSweeney has the call. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Yes, his intentions are very genuine. Let us face it, most people do not go into a 
ministry with bad intentions; they go in with good intentions. Most people do not come to Parliament with bad 
intentions, no matter which side they are on. We can all work together to achieve an outcome, and 98 per cent of 
the time we all work together. Yes, we do have different philosophies and we probably do have a different 
philosophy about local government, but if we get down to the nuts and bolts of it, we do not really, because this 
amalgamation has been going on for many a long year. In the last 12 years that I have been in this place, Labor 
has pushed through some reforms, some of which have been good. Some bureaucrats are trying to push through 
reforms that are not good, but it is up to a good minister to pick up what the bureaucrats are trying to shove down 
their throat. They have to pick up what is possible and what they can deal with. 

As I have said, this bill is a good package. There is no doubt that some councils around the state could work 
together better. If that means that they can come to an agreement to amalgamate, that is all the better and that is 
what should happen. However, as I have said previously, I am certainly not in favour of forced amalgamations. I 
think that it should be done by consensus. I know that local governments are talking at present. The Mayor of the 
City of South Perth, Sue Doherty, came to see me and she put her case forward. I have obviously heard that the 
Mayor of the City of Cockburn and a few other mayors around the place are not so happy. However, at the end 
of the day, governments are here to govern, to do their very best, to do what they think is right for the 
community and to bring the community along with them. I believe that is what our government is doing, albeit, 
as I said, maybe a few tweaks are needed here and there. If the Dadour provisions had been amended, I would 
not be particularly happy, but that is another story because those amendments are not in the bill. I am happy with 
the bill. I think that, as we go along, most people will also be happy with it if the government takes the 
community with it and does not try to slam dunk it. 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [9.04 pm]: I welcome the opportunity to speak on the Local 
Government Amendment Bill 2013 for a couple of reasons. It is good to explore what this bill means for the 
people of the East Metropolitan Region, which I represent, and the impact on some of the local government 
authorities in the East Metropolitan Region. I also have quite a few concerns about the bill and the supposed 
amalgamation process in general. They are not concerns that I have thought about independently; they are 
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concerns that have been raised with me directly by members of the community and by local government 
authorities in the East Metropolitan Region. 

As has already been noted, it has taken a long time for the government to get to this point in the amalgamation 
process. I hesitate to use the word “reform”, because nothing that we have seen to this point is genuine reform. 
What we have seen to this point are some backflips and some promises, but nothing about where we are now at 
is genuine reform. It has taken five long years to get to this point—a small bill with so-called relatively minor 
amendments. I would have thought it would be embarrassing enough to have taken five years to get to this point 
if it was such a high priority with such a small outcome. I call these amendments relatively minor, but these 
amendments may have a big impact and may not be as innocuous as they seem. We know that it has taken five 
long years to get to this point because of this government’s mismanagement of the whole process and its 
mismanagement of some very significant and important issues to our community. 

Like others, I believe that local government is a very important level of government; therefore, these 
amendments and this so-called reform process are very important. Local government is very important because 
of the way that people are represented at a local level. Local government is very important because of the way 
that services that directly impact on people at a local level are delivered. Local government is important because 
of the way that local people relate or, to put it in a different way, the communities of interest—how people 
identify in a geographic area. This reform process is very important because of the cost to communities, local 
governments, ratepayers and workers in local government. 

As I said, what we have seen over five years are some supposedly minor amendments to the Local Government 
Act, but, of course, we know what the amendments were meant to do originally. We know that this bill was 
meant to amend the Dadour provisions in the act. I am pleased to say that this bill does not amend the Dadour 
provisions. We know that the Minister for Local Government does not support the Dadour provisions in the act, 
because the second reading speech states — 

The Minister for Local Government believes these poll provisions are contrary to the principles of a 
democratic local government system … 

This, of course, raises for me the question: what type of say in local government does the Barnett government 
and the minister want?  

I will talk more about that later. Right now I would like to say that we know that this bill was meant to take away 
people’s rights to have their say about local government. It is not what the government really wanted because the 
explanatory memorandum states — 

The Bill also makes several amendments which are not directly connected to Metropolitan Reform, but 
contribute to the legislative reform of the Act generally. 

Even though it is claimed that the bill will make relatively minor amendments, its real purpose is to smooth the 
way for the government to achieve forced amalgamation of local councils by stealth. We have reached this point 
because the government has backed itself into a corner. The government is now resorting to forced 
amalgamations because it has a shocking track record of bumbling around this issue. We have heard time and 
again that this government will not force amalgamations, but this bill smooths the way for this government to 
force amalgamations. The local government reform agenda of this government is really just code for forced 
amalgamations in the metropolitan area. 

One of the reasons that there is so much uncertainty in the community about local government is the flip-
flopping of the Barnett government on this issue. People are very concerned about the way in which this 
government has sneakily planned to bring about changes through forced amalgamations. It has done so without 
letting local residents and ratepayers have their say. Let us look more closely at how that has been done. 
Clause 4 of the bill inserts a new section into the act to allow the minister to advise the Local Government 
Advisory Board about any policy relating to local government. I think the Local Government Advisory Board 
might receive a lot of correspondence if the government’s track record is anything to go by, because the 
government changes its opinion on local government reform so frequently—often overnight. Despite the level of 
correspondence the advisory board might receive because the government flip-flops all the time on its policy in 
this area, the clause gives the government greater scope to direct the policy of the advisory board. Therein, for 
me, lies one of the problems with this bill. 

The Local Government Advisory Board is just that—an advisory board. It is meant to provide frank and fearless 
advice through the minister to the government. Let us look at clause 4 in line with clause 18, which deals with 
the Local Government Advisory Board membership. Clause 18 adds four new members to the Local 
Government Advisory Board. I am not saying that having extra members is a bad thing; having extra members 
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can be a good thing. However, it gives the minister the power to appoint or accept appointments to this board. 
We have often heard in this place what that could possibly mean—that is, the minister might be tempted to 
appoint to the board those who share his or her view. That concerns me on a number of bases, including 
transparency, or lack of transparency; openness, or lack of openness; and especially fair process. 

Although on the surface clause 4 appears to be innocuous, it has a number of possibilities around it, particularly 
if the minister is provided with the opportunity to appoint members with a similar view to him or her. This clause 
has also come about because the government is worried that it will not get its favoured forced amalgamations 
through. This clause will allow the government to hand-pick advisers that may provide advice to the minister, 
and through the minister to the government, about similar views and even, perhaps, amalgamations for which the 
government has a preference. For me, this clause begs the question of whether the government is scared of 
independent advice. Is frank and fearless advice something that worries it? It also makes me wonder whether this 
latest set of changes will not force through amalgamations a lot quicker than what the community expects. 
People do not want forced amalgamations. Certainly the number of representations I am getting in my office—I 
know it is a similar case for a number of my colleagues—shows that people are concerned about amalgamations 
for a number of reasons. 
Forced amalgamations and amalgamation in general have been raised in great detail at a number of community 
meetings I have attended since probably July or August last year. Even if members did not have the opportunity 
to attend any of those community meetings themselves, they would have seen them covered in the media. There 
were large public gatherings, particularly around the Town of Vincent—more like protests—on the likely forced 
amalgamation with the City of Perth. There were also many other public gatherings. The City of Stirling held a 
couple of forums, the Mount Lawley Society has held a community meeting, a number of forums have been held 
in Bayswater and the Town of Bassendean and the Shire of Mundaring have had information sessions—or more 
likely community protests—about the pending forced amalgamations. A number of petitions, letters and emails 
have also been sent. 
More broadly, we know that voters do not care for forced local government amalgamations. One recent poll has 
found that less than one-third of those polled support forced local government amalgamations. That poll was 
conducted on 13 December by Western Australian Opinion Polls and was commissioned by Campaign Capital. 
Voters were asked whether they approved or disapproved of the Barnett government’s proposal to force 30 
councils to amalgamate to 14 councils in the metropolitan region. Less than a third of respondents said they 
approved of that proposal, while 47.3 per cent said they disapproved and about a fifth—only a fifth—said that 
they were unsure. I will quote a few of the reasons from the poll why people did not support forced 
amalgamations. Among voters who opposed forced amalgamations, the main reason given was that they were 
happy with councils the way they were. Here is a sample of what one respondent said —  

“I think that things are working fine the way they are and that this issue should not be addressed in the 
first place.” 

Another respondent said — 
“Because Local government is running well … and also I have lived in Stirling and I was very happy 
with that council …”  

Another reason voters do not support forced amalgamation is the potential loss of services. Another respondent 
said —  

“Because I am very happy with the services the way they are. I feel that it will affect the community 
resources and services will become poorer.”  

Another reason that voters do not support forced amalgamations was — 
“The councils will be too big, impersonal and very clumsy. They won’t care about many of its 
constituents and their needs; this would generate a lack of awareness of the real issues being 
experienced by the ratepayers.”  

There are lots of reasons voters disapprove of forced amalgamations, including that the councils will be too big 
and too impersonal. Another reason that voters disapprove is they believe that they have been deceived by this 
government over the forced amalgamation process. In fact, at one community meeting it was very clearly 
expressed that voters believed they had been lied to by this government.  

Hon Darren West: About 50 times.  
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Fifty times—correct, Hon Darren West.  

In trying to backtrack and smooth out this confusing and convoluted process, I think all this government has 
really achieved is raising the anger of local communities. Local communities’ anger was raised even more when 
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the minister suggested boundary adjustments. That was after this bill we are now debating was passed in the 
other house. After there had been an opportunity for the other house to debate this bill, the Minister for Local 
Government again changed the government’s position! After the community had got to understand what the 
government’s position on local government amalgamations was, the minister changed the government’s position 
again and said, “We’ll just have a few boundary adjustments.” After this bill was debated in the other place, the 
government changed tack. The minister put submissions to the Local Government Advisory Board. I will go 
through some of those submissions now. The councils that are being forced to amalgamate through these so-
called boundary adjustments in the East Metropolitan Region include Bassendean and Bayswater, Canning and 
Gosnells, Swan and Mundaring, Armadale and Serpentine–Jarrahdale and Kalamunda and Belmont, and of 
course it wants to carve slices off the City of Stirling.  

In the first instance what the minister has done of course is avoid what we know as the Dadour provision in the 
Local Government Act. We know that the Dadour provision is triggered if two or more councils amalgamate or 
are abolished. Certainly, with that list I read out, the Dadour provision would have been triggered in effect. We 
know that that provision means electors can have a local poll on the proposal to amalgamate or merge. Actually, 
electors could demand a poll if those circumstances exist. Instead of having a fair and open democratic process 
allowing voters to have their say on proposals to abolish and/or merge their local council, the government has 
decided to take that away by suggesting boundary realignments.  

Let us look at some of the so-called boundary realignments in the East Metropolitan Region. The first one 
involves forcing the abolition of the Shire of Mundaring. The Shire of Mundaring had been working happily 
away with the City of Swan to look at ways to work together to make some form of amalgamation work. The 
Shire of Mundaring was not all that keen on amalgamating, primarily because it is a community of interest. It is 
an area where there is a very clear sense of identity. The Shire of Mundaring also knew that it had to work in the 
best interests of its constituents. For this reason it had actually resolved to work with the City of Swan to find 
some mutually beneficial arrangements around amalgamation. The minister’s proposal to the Local Government 
Advisory Board recommends “abolishing the current district of the Shire of Mundaring”. Further, the minister’s 
submission suggests under “Effect of the Proposal on Local Governments” — 

1. to disestablish the current local government known as the Shire of Mundaring; 

That denies the people of the Shire of Mundaring any opportunity to have a say on the complete abolition of 
their shire. I had a good read of the minister’s proposal to the Local Government Advisory Board for a number 
of shires, but nothing in the minister’s proposal for the abolition of the Shire of Mundaring refers to the 
community of interest that locals so clearly identify with. Nothing in that submission refers to the unique 
character of the Shire of Mundaring. In fact, the shire president, Helen Dullard, is not too happy with the 
minister’s proposal to the Local Government Advisory Board. Helen Dullard calls the proposal “inequitable” and 
“not in the best interests of the community”.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: Isn’t Mrs Dullard herself on the Local Government Advisory Board?  

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I understand that Mrs Dullard is on the Local Government Advisory Board. I 
would suggest that in the consideration of this submission she may excuse herself from considerations. I would 
suggest that she probably would. Irrespective, Helen Dullard has worked very hard for the Shire of Mundaring. 
In particular, I watched her work very hard for the Shire of Mundaring through the local bushfires. She remained 
in contact with her community, particularly over the services that the shire was providing and other services that 
local residents might have needed during the bushfires. I believe that Mundaring’s shire president has the 
community’s interests at heart and that is exactly why she considers this proposal inequitable.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: I have known her for years through the disability sector, and the reason I interject is 
because I think it shows that people on these boards are capable of important thought and they are not just yes-
people appointed by the minister involved.  

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: One of the things I did not talk about in addressing the Local Government 
Advisory Board was the turnover of the board and the frequency, and the gap that will be created if this bill is 
successful in terms of the number of new members and the pressure that will be on them to consider the range of 
proposals and submissions. The Local Government Advisory Board is receiving a huge number of submissions 
from people concerned, particularly on the forced amalgamation of the Town of Bassendean and the City of 
Bayswater and also the City of Stirling. In the case of the City of Stirling, it is not a forced amalgamation, it is 
just a huge old carve-up, plain and simple.  

Nothing in the minister’s submission on the Shire of Mundaring’s abolition refers to who will meet the costs or, 
in fact, what it will cost. Are the costs meant to be absorbed by the City of Swan or are they meant to be dealt 
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with by the ratepayer? How will it be managed? What will happen to the staff and workers at the Shire of 
Mundaring? None of those considerations have been taken into account.  

Let me move to the City of Stirling. As I said, the minister has proposed to the Local Government Advisory 
Board not so much an amalgamation by stealth but a clear slice-up of the City of Stirling. This has raised a lot of 
concerns for residents and ratepayers in the City of Stirling. 

Hon Darren West: And the mayor.  
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Of course, I am a getting to that. Since the debate about boundary changes heated 
up in July last year—the first lot of the announcements by the minister about lines on a page and what 
boundaries the minister was contemplating—there has been a great deal of activity in the City of Stirling. The 
City of Stirling has been very concerned about advocating that its boundaries stay intact for a lot of good reasons 
based on the fact that the city has a good reputation for the delivery of its services and facilities and that the city 
is debt-free. Members may have an individual experience, but, on the whole, the City of Stirling has a good 
reputation, particularly from its ratepayers in their feedback on its performance of services; it continually gets 
positive feedback from its ratepayers on that matter. It is particularly well-known as a good manager of its assets, 
operating within a very good asset management framework, and its residents and ratepayers have indicated that 
they do not want any change to the boundaries. The original government proposal was to hive out Wembley 
Downs, Churchlands and Woodlands in the west—that is Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s area—to carve off parts of 
North Perth, Mt Hawthorn and Leederville and to put them into the City of Perth, and to carve off Inglewood, 
Mt Lawley, Menora and Dianella in the east and move them to different councils. As I said, I attended a few 
community meetings about these proposals over the time. In particular, I attended the Mount Lawley Society 
community meeting at the Astor Theatre in August last year. It was a cold and windy night, but over 400 people 
were at that rally, and it was not long after the proposals had been announced. There was a lot of anger at that 
meeting. People were angry because they thought that they had voted not six months before for no forced 
amalgamations. They thought that they had voted for a government that was not going to force the City of 
Stirling to carve up parts of its boundaries. Another major issue that was raised at that community meeting was 
that the people thought that the government understood that there were particular important issues around 
heritage, particularly in Mt Lawley and Inglewood, which would ensure that those areas stayed together under 
the one local government banner.  

The local member for Mount Lawley, Michael Sutherland, was not at that meeting, but did send a note. There 
was another community meeting about the same proposals in September at the Dianella Community Centre. I 
attended that meeting as well. There was a lot of community anger there, because the residents in the Dianella 
area were concerned about parts of Dianella being carved off to another council. At that time the greater Morley 
proposal had not been completely formulated, but lots of concern was expressed at that meeting about loss of 
amenity and increased rates. People were very concerned that their rates would increase as a result of that part of 
Dianella being carved off and put into another local government authority. People were also concerned in 
particular about communities of interest; people identify Dianella with the City of Stirling.  

About 200 people were at that community meeting, including the member for Mount Lawley, who said at that 
public meeting, according to The Perth Voice—I was there and I heard him say it —  

I know that the City of Stirling will be presenting a case to the state government for the retention of 
Dianella, Inglewood, Menora and Mt Lawley in Stirling … I support such a proposal and will write to 
the minister for local government to support the city’s submission. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Bet he didn’t.  

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: He did in that first instance. He supported it, and the community and the City of 
Stirling were very grateful. In fact, in that article he advocated for the boundaries as the city had also advocated. 
He also expressed support further in October, when he wrote to The Perth Voice, and stated — 

It is correct that I have been advocating the retention of Mt Lawley and surrounding suburbs in the City 
of Stirling. 

Clearly at that time he was doing what residents and ratepayers were asking of him—to advocate for the 
retention of Mt Lawley, Menora, Inglewood and Dianella in the City of Stirling boundaries. However, when the 
minister’s new proposals were announced, Mt Lawley and Menora were included in the City of Stirling’s 
boundaries but Inglewood and Dianella were not. They were to be excised, in fact. That in itself does not make 
sense but I will talk more about that later. What caused the change in the member for Mount Lawley’s position? 
He told the City of Stirling, and said more broadly, that he no longer advocated for the inclusion of Inglewood 
and Dianella in the City of Stirling boundaries. What changed his mind? He was advocating for the inclusion of 
Inglewood and Dianella, then lo and behold, he was not. At another community meeting I attended last Saturday 
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it was suggested from the stage that perhaps the change in the intervening months was that the member’s wife 
had been elected to the City of Bayswater and that he was now advocating for the inclusion of Inglewood in the 
City of Bayswater. I do not know whether that would be the case. Something has changed his mind and I do not 
know what, despite the obvious public support for the inclusion of Inglewood and Dianella in the City of 
Stirling’s boundaries. Maybe the member for Mount Lawley was told to “button it” by his party. I do not know. 
Whatever the case, the member for Mount Lawley is no longer advocating on behalf of his constituents for the 
inclusion of Inglewood in the City of Stirling’s boundaries. 

That brings me to the matter of who is advocating for residents and ratepayers in this forced carve-up of the City 
of Stirling. The member for Morley, Ian Britza, was at the community meeting I was at last Saturday at the Bob 
Daniel Community Centre in Inglewood. Again, it was really well attended. We might expect a community 
meeting at 10 o’clock on a Saturday morning about the carve-up of local government boundaries to be not well 
attended but it was very well attended. It was good to see Ian Britza there. I had not seen him at any of the other 
community meetings. Interestingly, he indicated that he was not aware of any concern from residents in 
Dianella—that part of his electorate within the City of Stirling—about Dianella being carved off from the City of 
Stirling. I found it very interesting that the local member was not aware of residents’ concerns despite the big 
community meeting held on 22 September last year in Dianella, which I had attended, despite local petitions and 
letters, despite quite a few emails; despite people from Dianella talking to me about their concerns, despite letters 
to the editors in local papers and despite submissions and articles in the local paper. I think it is really sad that 
the residents of Dianella, who ought to be represented at a state level on this issue, are not being represented 
because the local member did not know about their concerns. 

As I said, the meeting I mentioned in Inglewood last Saturday was attended by a couple of hundred people. It 
was specifically arranged for people to protest about the forced excising of Inglewood and Dianella from the 
City of Stirling’s boundaries. There were some great speakers at that meeting including the mayor, Giovanni 
Italiano. The mayor and a lot of the speakers were very angry that the government had promised them prior to 
the election that there would be no boundary changes at all. In fact, they were told by the government that the 
City of Stirling was a model local government. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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