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TAMALA PARK LAND TRANSFER BILL 2001 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 26 June. 

MR OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood) [11.40 am]:  As the former Minister for Local Government, I have a long 
association with this issue.  The Tamala Park Land Transfer Bill is not necessary.  I provide some background of 
its genesis and about how the City of Perth came to be restructured by the former Government.  The newly 
elected coalition Government believed that the city centre was dying.  It was tired and, as the capital city of 
Western Australia, in dire need of a facelift.  The Government knew something needed to be done about the 
condition of the city, particularly the city centre.  The City of Perth council consisted of 27 members and the lord 
mayor.  Three councillors represented the central ward of the city, and 54 per cent of rates were raised from 
inside the city centre.  However, those three councillors were outnumbered by the other 24 councillors, and not 
enough money was being spent on the centre of Perth. 

The restructure had nothing to do with whether Jack Marks was a potential lord mayor. 

Mrs Roberts:  He would have made an excellent lord mayor.  

Mr OMODEI:  He made an excellent mayor of the Town of Vincent.  The Government did not sack the City of 
Perth; it dissolved it.  The Premier and I visited the council to make the announcement, which was not very well 
received.  Prior to the legislation coming into the Parliament, I had met with the union movement and discussed 
the conditions for potential redundancies.  The subsequent march on Parliament House was politically initiated.  
I had the obligatory egg thrown at me.  The good thing about that was that I got struck by only the eggshell; Hon 
Bob Thomas copped the egg itself in the middle of his chest.  It was a time of turmoil.  The restructure 
terminated the local government careers of many long-serving councillors, including two in the House today - 
the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and the Minister for Local Government.  It was a difficult time for 
me, as the minister.  It has already been mentioned that a consultant’s report was produced - the Carr-Fardon 
report.  David Carr was a former town planning commissioner, and highly regarded in the planning area.  Ralph 
Fardon had been the chief executive officer of the Cities of Melville and Stirling, and had been on country 
postings.  He later became the chief executive officer of the Mindarie regional council and managed the waste tip 
at Tamala Park.  

Mrs Roberts:  He was already the CEO of that council, which was a huge conflict of interest.  

Mr OMODEI:  I take the minister’s point.  However, we consulted with people who knew planning, and they 
produced a report that recommended the restructure of the City of Perth and the creation of three towns - 
Cambridge, Vincent and, in the first concept plan, Shepperton.  The people of Victoria Park voted in a 
referendum to change the name from Shepperton to Victoria Park, and the name was duly changed.  As the 
minister, it was my job to attend public meetings in each of those localities.  I clearly recall meetings at St 
Joachim’s Hall in Victoria Park which were attended by 400 or 500 people, none of whom were happy with the 
Government’s decision. 

The restructure proceeded.  It was intended that each town be set up with its own administrative centre, be debt-
free and have some money in the bank.  They would be in a sound financial position.  The plant and equipment 
of the old City of Perth was to be distributed evenly among each of the towns.  However, because of a 
technicality, it was decided that the plant could not be distributed, so each town received brand-new plant and 
equipment.  The member for Greenough showed the House the volume of the claims.  The funds used to set up 
the three towns were taken from the City of Perth parking fund and the land endowment fund.  The 
administrative centre for the Town of Cambridge cost about $5 million, as did the centre for the Town of 
Vincent.  The Town of Victoria Park bought and revamped an existing premises.  The current Mayor of the 
Town of Victoria Park, Mick Lee, said that I was the only person to sack him five times.  He was not only a 
long-serving councillor - of 30 years - of the City of Perth, but also a member of the Road Traffic Board, the 
Perth Theatre Trust and so on.  I recall attending a local government function at Fremantle.  I was walking across 
the car park with some departmental officers when a car came into the car park and lights swept past us.  The car 
stopped, the window was wound down and the person in the car said, “The people of Victoria Park will never 
forgive me for missing this opportunity”.  It was, of course, Mick Lee.  These things happened, but the councils 
came to trust me as the minister.  They knew we were making a genuine effort to give more local government to 
the people in the suburbs that comprised the old City of Perth, although many people were angry.   

I had lunch with my good friend Jack Marks two or three times a year.  He did very well out of the Perth 
restructuring fund, which the Minister for Local Government controlled until May 1999.  On direction of the 
minister, the City of Perth had to pay out certain moneys.  They included $1.3 million for the Macedonian centre 
and $1.1 million for Leederville Oval.  The claims came through thick and fast, and we screened them closely.  
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If the requests were genuine, I acceded to them and they were duly paid.  The Macedonian centre was a little 
more difficult but, in the end, we achieved a satisfactory outcome. 

Mr Hyde:  Didn’t you open it three days before the election?  

Mr OMODEI:  That was up to the Macedonian community, not me. 

Mr Hyde:  It worked well for me. 

Mr OMODEI:  Who would the member for Perth have had open it?  I was the minister.  Both political parties 
were well represented at that function. 

I clearly recall being interviewed with Jack Marks on Howard Sattler’s program at the time the commissioners 
had recommended a 5 per cent increase in rates for the Town of Vincent, and Jack wanted to put them up by 
9 per cent.  He was sallying forth with Howard, saying that he could hear the jackboots marching down the 
terrace and that tanks would rumble in at any minute.  I said, “Look Mr Mayor, if you think it is such a bad 
thing, why do you not just sell the administrative centre?”  I knew that Jack really loved that centre.  I clearly 
recall him standing on the veranda outside the area proposed for his mayoral office.  I remember him saying that 
rates would go up by 15 per cent.  I told him to sell the new administrative centre, which had just received an 
award for its standard.  It cost $5.5 million and was worth at least that amount.  Jack said that they never really 
wanted the new Taj Mahal, and that the North Perth town hall would have been good enough and would have 
cost only $1 million.  I told him to sell it to the private sector.  The council would get the $5.5  million back and 
it could then rate the property.  The corporate body could be rated, and the council could get a windfall.  Jack 
immediately changed the subject.   

I told Howard Sattler that I would not leave until we found out whether the mayor wanted to sell the Town of 
Vincent’s premises.  Jack eventually told me that they were not going to sell it and that we would sit down and 
talk about it one day.  We had many good discussions.  I recall that when Jack became ill and we finally 
convinced the then City of Perth - with appropriate Crown Law advice - that the $1.3 million should be paid to 
the Macedonian community, Jack shook me by the hand and, with tears running down his face, he told me it was 
a major achievement.  It was not easy to get those things done for the City of Perth. 

I put it to the Government that if it does not like the current structure of the Towns of Cambridge, Vincent, 
Victoria Park and the City of Perth, why does it not introduce legislation to the Parliament and reverse it?  Let us 
see how the Government gets on.  After the restructure was effected, each of the mayors asked me, as the 
minister, to open their premises in front of hundreds of people.  I unveiled a portrait of the Mayor of Victoria 
Park and, at the opening, he described me as the best Minister for Local Government that Western Australia has 
ever had. 

Mrs Roberts:  He could not say the same about your Premier and your Government. 

Mr OMODEI:  The minister can say those things, but that is what happened.  I am of Italian extraction.  When I 
opened the headquarters of the Town of Vincent, Jack had organised an Italian piper to pipe us up the stairs as 
special guests. 

Although there was some aggravation and resistance to change in the early stages, I established a very good 
working relationship with all those councils.  I find it difficult to accept the comments of the member for 
Ballajura who kept referring to “morally” this and “morally” that.  The member for Perth said that we got it 
99 per cent right and only one per cent wrong.  During the debate on the restructure, I said that the Tamala Park 
land should be divided equitably.  At that time, I was not aware of the comment in the Carr-Fardon report.  
When I later responded to questions, the cost of setting up the new town councils had grown from the 
$40 million required in the early stages to $56 million.  Further expenses were imposed on the City of Perth, 
including redundancies, plant, equipment and a range of other things.  Jack used to make public comments about 
the Town of Vincent.  He would say it was like St Vincent de Paul.  In his book he described it as St Vincent de 
Poor.  I do not know why he wrote that: it was probably a reference to me!   

Mr Barnett:  The Vatican will probably pick that up. 

Mr Hyde:  The member will be canonised. 

Mr OMODEI:  There should be a statue of each of the mayors close to their municipal offices, along with a 
statue of the minister a few inches taller.  

Mr D’Orazio:  There is one in Maylands. 

Mr OMODEI:  I notice that the member readily accepted that. 
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The towns did very well; they were set up with brand new administrative offices.  They had $1 million in the 
bank and they had no debt.  They had brand new equipment; everything, right down to rubbers and pencils, was 
brand new.  The councils would have been the envy of any other council in Australia, if not the world.  The Shire 
of Augusta-Margaret River is bringing forward a $600 000 deficit this year.  There is no capacity for such 
councils to raise any further revenue.  I accept that 54 per cent of the rates came from the City of Perth.  If it 
were to be split, should it not get 50 per cent, rather than a quarter or a third?  The argument was raised about the 
old Shire of Wanneroo, but that was a totally different financial equation.  It was simple to split the ownership of 
Mindarie into two sections; it was not as simple to do that with the restructure of the City of Perth.  Each of the 
towns received significant financial benefits above and beyond that which was initially planned.  The 
consultants, who were well versed in local government and planning, deemed that one-third of the Mindarie tip 
should stay with the City of Perth. 

Local governments would be alarmed if they read the legislation.  The Government is not only moving to take 
$8.5 million worth of land - at a bare minimum - from the City of Perth, but, through the legislation, from 7 May 
it will stop the City of Perth from taking any legal action.  I find that draconian.  I know the Government made a 
pre-election promise.  Not enough members of the Government understood the restructure of the City of Perth.  I 
find it difficult to understand why the Government is proceeding down this line.  A lot of local governments 
must be wondering whether they will be next.  This is part of the muddled thinking of the Government.   

The City of Cockburn had 67 cases of illegal or improper conduct found against it.  The current Local 
Government Act had the full support of the Labor Party.  The Act enabled the Government to levy the council 
for the cost of the inquiry.  The inquiry was predicted to cost between $700 000 and $800 000; it finally cost 
$1.7 million.  It was a judicial inquiry that had the powers of a royal commission.  The Government decided to 
charge the council three moieties of about $700 000 to recoup the cost.  The inquiry’s report was quite damning 
of that local government.  Why should people from the rest of Western Australia pay for the maladministration 
of the City of Cockburn?  It was my intention to give the council relief, as I thought that $1.7 million was too 
onerous for the council to pay.  A decision was made that the first instalment was due and payable.  This 
Government decided that it would repay - 

Mrs Roberts:  The member did nothing to alleviate the council’s ability to pay the money. 

Mr OMODEI:  I sent a letter clearly stating that we would reconsider the situation in the next financial year. 

Mrs Roberts interjected.   

Mr OMODEI:  It was pretty close to an undertaking that we wanted the first payment to be due, and the council 
paid it.  The taxpayers of Western Australia will have to pay for the misdemeanours of the City of Cockburn.  
What will the minister do with the City of South Perth?  This morning I noticed that the committee has the 
powers of a royal commission under the chairmanship of Linton Reynolds.  Will the Government pay for the 
costs of the inquiry in South Perth? 

Mrs Roberts:  The costs of the inquiry in South Perth will be kept well under the costs of the inquiry in 
Cockburn.   

Mr OMODEI:  Will the Government pay?  The minister should answer the question.  Regardless of the quantum, 
will the Government pay? 

Mrs Roberts:  It will be a quarter of the cost, and that principle remains.  I have said that loud and clear - excuse 
me - 

Mr OMODEI:  Don’t excuse me! 

Mrs Roberts:  I have said that loud and clear - you should clean out your ears and read the paper.  The principle 
is clear; we do not believe ratepayers should pay for these inquiries. 

Mr OMODEI:  That will give local governments carte blanche to do whatever they feel like doing, and the 
taxpayers will pick up the bill if there is an inquiry. 

Mrs Roberts:  What nonsense.  Will you penalise ratepayers for the actions of their elected members?  

Mr OMODEI:  Why should the ratepayers in the Town of Harvey have to pay for the misdemeanours of the City 
of South Perth? 

Mrs Roberts:  That was the standard practice for decades.  You are the first to make ratepayers pay these 
ridiculous bills.  

Mr OMODEI:  The minister should read Hansard.  Neither the Labor Party nor the minister opposed the clause 
during the debate on the Local Government Act that enabled ratepayers to be charged for the cost of inquiries.  If 
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the minister will not force ratepayers to pay for the inquiry, she should amend the Local Government Act and 
take out that clause.  The Government’s thinking is muddled if it wants to conduct those types of inquiries.   

The restructure of the City of Perth has been successful.  The people of Vincent and Cambridge are happy with 
their lot.  I have checked the financial situation of the Town of Vincent.  At one stage it had $8 million in the 
bank. 

Mr Hyde:  It had $14 million under my stewardship. 

Mr OMODEI:  It also had the East Perth oval.  Was the bottle depot sold?   

Mr Hyde interjected. 

Mr OMODEI:  More assets were sold.  These councils are very well resourced and financed by any measure in 
Western Australia.  I do not believe that it was necessary for the Government to introduce this Bill.  It sends a 
message to every other local government in Australia that if there is a piece of land that the Government thinks 
the local government should not have, whether or not it is held in fee simple, it will introduce a Bill to knock it 
off.  That paints a poor picture for the future of local government.   

I can understand why the member for Churchlands supports the request from her electorate.  I can also 
understand why Graham Partridge, the chief executive officer of the Town of Cambridge, presented a petition to 
the Legislative Council.  The Carr-Fardon report was prepared by David Carr, the former Town Planning 
Commissioner for Western Australia and Ralph Fardon, the former City Manager-Town Clerk of the City of 
Stirling.  Doctor Carr and Mr Farden were engaged as consultants to complete the proposal for the restructuring 
of the City of Perth.  The report stated -  

The City of Perth has been well managed financially.  

It refers to the council’s assets and further states -  

The Committee has considered the petition and submission from the Town of Cambridge.  The 
Committee has not been presented with evidence to suggest that the correct procedures for the division 
of the assets of the former City of Perth have not been followed.  The Committee notes that the 
Restructuring Act incorporated the recommendations made in the Carr-Farden Report.  

It then says that the council should talk about it to the minister.  Clearly, the Legislative Council committee said 
that the proper process had been followed under the Perth Restructuring Act and it was appropriate that Mindarie 
be allocated to and kept by the City of Perth.  No doubt the Government will have its day and this legislation will 
pass because the Government has the numbers.  However, it is not a good message to send to local government.   

I wonder how many members opposite have talked to the councillors at the City of Perth or officers in the 
Department of Local Government.  It is a sign of how governments change.  The person who drafted the Perth 
Restructuring Act also drafted this legislation.   

Mr Hyde:  It is a cruel irony.  

Mr OMODEI:  It is, is it not.  I suppose that the bureaucrats must roll with the punches and bend to the will of 
the Government of the day, and I accept that. 

Mrs Roberts:  At least this legislation has been run jointly through the Minister for Local Government’s office 
and the department, rather than just being run out of Government.  

Mr OMODEI:  That is not true.  The minister has got it wrong again.  That is dead wrong.  The legislation and 
the preparation for the restructuring of the City of Perth was done in my office. 

Mrs Roberts:  Exactly, as opposed to being done out of the Department of Local Government in the way I had 
this legislation done. 

Mr OMODEI:  How many pages are there in this legislation?  There are only three pages, whereas the other 
legislation is comprehensive.  The alternative to the restructuring of the City of Perth would be to use the Local 
Government Act and have a referendum.  The minister knows as well as I that had that course of action been 
taken, the restructuring of the City of Perth would never have happened.  If the minister wants a significant 
restructuring of local government, she will have to use legislation to do it because people do not like change.  
The shire and the Town of Albany were combined after a referendum was held; however, it went through by 
only three per cent on a motion by the Shire of Albany.  

Mr Hyde:  Would you support our amendment to take referendums out of the legislation?.  

Mr OMODEI:  Yes, I would.  I will provide members with some history of referendums.  The Dadour 
amendment was introduced by Tom Dadour.  He was a Liberal member who later became an Independent.  He 
gave his preferences to Carmen Lawrence and got her into Parliament.  Tom Dadour’s amendment provided for 
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a 30 per cent referendum component, whereas we want to make it easier for people to change their boundaries.  
Under the Local Government Act, which the Labor Party agreed to, we introduced a 50 per cent criteria and that 
has made it very difficult.  The shires of Narrogin, Northam, Greenough and Geraldton have stopped 
amalgamation of those areas using the referendum process.  It is incumbent upon the Government to consider 
those issues.   

I believe there is no case for the Tamala Park land to be distributed among those small local governments; they 
are very well resourced and are reasonably happy about the way the restructuring was undertaken.  The 
distribution of the assets of the City of Perth was traumatic and very complex.  The city responded in an 
appropriate way and does not need to be penalised.  If the minister wants to take the Tamala Park and Mindarie 
land out of the equation, why does not the Government set it up as a separate entity without penalising the city?  
In the end, the Government will take money away from our capital city.   

The city belongs to all of the people in Western Australia.  Over the years, by putting money into the city’s 
parking meters, people from all over Western Australia have contributed to the parking fund that was used to 
restructure the City of Perth.  At one stage, over $20 million was in that parking fund.  I want members to recall 
that the City of Perth is everybody’s capital city.  At the time of the restructure, it was deemed that Perth’s share 
of Tamala Park should stay with the city.   

I wonder what the member for Perth will say to his constituents about taking funds away from them and giving 
them to other towns.  The member knows the situation full well, because he has been the Mayor of Vincent, and 
he got a pretty good deal.  

MR BRADSHAW (Murray-Wellington) [12.10 pm]:  What this Bill sets out to do is totally wrong.  I certainly 
cannot support it.  What the Government is doing is reprehensible.   

The City of Perth was split up some years ago.  At that stage the split-up was deemed to be fair and equitable 
because the new Towns of Cambridge, Victoria Park and Vincent were provided with facilities, such as new 
depots, plant and machinery, motor vehicles, an information technology centre and equity in Local Government 
House.  I wonder whether those towns find something else currently in the possession of the City of Perth that 
they might want to get their sticky fingers on and rip off the City of Perth. 

The member for Warren-Blackwood gave an excellent run-down of how the split occurred and its results.  
Members who spoke in support of the legislation said that the ratepayers in those three towns contributed to the 
assets.  However, the facts are that 54 per cent of the rates over the years came out of the city’s central business 
district.  The money would have been disproportionately spent over the whole of the City of Perth.  The areas of 
those towns would certainly have gained at the expense of ratepayers owning premises or land in the CBD.  It 
makes my blood boil when I think that enactment of this Bill will add to the rates of people in the CBD.  Owners 
of that land do not necessarily pay rates but business people in the premises on that land pay rates as part of their 
rental agreements.  This Bill will probably force up their rates.  The increase may only be minor but that does not 
matter.   

As was said yesterday, and as a survey undertaken by the Small Business Development Corporation shows, 
many small businesses in the CBD are struggling.  This Bill will add to the burden of business people in the 
CBD.  That is wrong and the Government should have a better look at the Bill.  Members on the other side of the 
House who will support this Bill should start thinking about those business people.  Many people have the 
impression that because people have businesses, they simply make money.  It is not quite that simple, as 
anybody who has been in business knows.  Business people must make sure that enough customers come 
through their front door or buy their services or goods to make their businesses profitable.  This Bill is another 
way of increasing the burden on those businesses in the CBD.   

Mr D’Orazio:  It is a rubbish tip. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  What is a rubbish tip? 

Mr D’Orazio interjected. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  There is income from Tamala Park.  

Mr D’Orazio:  That goes to the regional council, not the City of Perth. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  In the end that land will have a value which will come back to the City of Perth ratepayers.   

Mr McRae:  Isn’t the core of the issue that the City of Perth ratepayers are not the only people who contributed? 

Mr BRADSHAW:  Contributed to what? 

Mr McRae:  Tamala Park!  That is what the whole debate is about. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  The ratepayers of the City of Perth put money into it.   
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Mr Hyde:  There were 80 000 people. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  The trouble is that members are not listening.  I said in the first instance that 54 per cent of 
the rates came out of the CBD area in the original set-up of the City of Perth.  Those rates were spent 
disproportionately.   

Mrs Roberts:  That is not true.   

Mr D’Orazio:  It was the parking fund and the endowment lands fund, which have nothing to do with the rates.   

Mr BRADSHAW:  I do not believe that it is in the interests of the CBD and the City of Perth to hand over the 
asset to the three towns.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  If members to my right wish to speak on this, they may do so in their own 
time. 

MR JOHNSON (Hillarys) [12.15 pm]:  I will be very brief.  I do not want to repeat the comments that have 
been made on this side of the House. 

When the City of Perth was restructured and the assets divided between other councils, the Government of the 
day took a lot of notice of certain members of Parliament and their submissions.  My good colleague, the 
member for South Perth, when he was a member of the Liberal Party, put forward the case that the Town of 
Victoria Park should have included in its area the Burswood Casino and all the land that went with it.  The 
original concept was that it would be part of the new City of Perth.  The Town of Victoria Park has now a 
substantial rate revenue from the Burswood Casino.  It also has a tremendous amount of land value in the land 
adjacent to the car park there. 

Mr D’Orazio:  What about the car park in the City of Perth? 

Mr JOHNSON:  The member can get up and speak in a minute, if he wants to.  He is an ex-local government 
person, and his colleague two seats away is an ex-local government person in the Town of Vincent, which did 
very well out of the redistribution.   

Mrs Roberts:  The member for Ballajura has given an excellent speech on this already. 

Mr JOHNSON:  He can make another one.  I was probably not in the Chamber at the time.  We hear very few 
comments from government backbenchers these days.  They do not seem to be encouraged to speak very often. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr JOHNSON:   The Government Whip is contravening standing orders because she is making comments out of 
her seat.  She was talking to me.   

Mrs Roberts:  You are being rude. 

Mr JOHNSON:  If anybody is being rude, it is the members on the other side because they are interjecting. 

Mrs Roberts:  Get on with your argument. 

Mr JOHNSON:  I will, if the minister can ask her colleagues to zip it for a little while.  I said I would keep my 
comments brief, so the minister can get up and have her say. 

The Government of the day did a pretty fair job with the redistribution of the City of Perth and surrounding 
areas.  The Town of Vincent has done very well indeed.  There is no question that it is asset rich.  The Town of 
Victoria Park is doing very nicely and has plenty of assets.  The Town of Cambridge got Bold Park, and it is up 
to that town what it does with that park.  There is about $100 million worth of redevelopment there, I believe. 

Mr McRae:  You were proposing subdivision.   

Mr Omodei:  It was zoned residential. 

Mr JOHNSON:  The member for Riverton is not listening.  He just keeps going on. 

As I have said, the original concept was a fair and equitable one.  The City of Perth is our capital city.  I would 
think that the member for Perth would have great difficulty voting for this legislation because he would be 
voting against his electors.  It will be interesting to see whether he will cross the floor.  I doubt whether he will, 
because that is not allowed to happen in Labor caucus.   

Another aspect which concerns me is that the minister and the Government have introduced a backdated 
deadline and have prevented the City of Perth from having access to natural justice by not allowing it to 
challenge a decision in a court of law.  My colleague, the member for Warren-Blackwood, said that this was a 
retrograde step, and it is.  The Government must think very carefully about it.  It has the numbers on its side of 
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the House, so it can do whatever it wants.  We know that government members will vote to a man and a woman 
for whatever legislation a minister brings into this House.  We know that nobody on the other side of the House 
will cross the floor.  It will never happen - not at this stage.   

Ms Quirk:  It is called solidarity. 

Mr JOHNSON:  “Solidarity” is a good union-communist word.  We know all about solidarity.  Members should 
not worry about that.  The people of Western Australia will learn about that during the next three and a half 
years. 

Ms Quirk:  Unity is strength. 

Mr JOHNSON:  “Unity is strength” - all the good union slogans.  The member should keep it up because we 
want members opposite to keep using those slogans over the next three and a half years, after which we will take 
government again. 

I said that I would be brief.  This is a retrograde step.  It is a spiteful act on the part of the Government to come 
in and - 

Mr Hyde:  A poor Singapore developer. 

Mr JOHNSON:  The member for Perth must have set a record in this place.  He has interjected more in four 
months than any other member in this House interjects in a year. 

The number of times the member for Perth has stood up to speak has been minimal.  I know that the Government 
probably has not allowed him to.   

Mr Hyde:  I stood up twice. 

Mr JOHNSON:  Twice in four months!  He makes up for it with interjections.  I have never heard a member 
interject so many times.  Even as I am trying to talk to you, Mr Acting Speaker, he is interjecting again.   

Mrs Roberts:  You shouldn’t have been so nasty to him. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  Order, member for Midland!   

Mr JOHNSON:  I know that the member for Perth is a wilting flower and that he is sensitive about comments 
and criticism. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!  The members to my right will come to order.  

Mr JOHNSON:  I ask that the person who occupies the Speaker’s Chair, whoever that might be, should try to 
reduce the number of interjections, particularly from the member for Perth, who rattles on nineteen to the dozen 
every time.   

I oppose the Bill before the House.  I oppose the retrograde step within the Bill, which stops the - 

Points of Order 
Mr McRAE:  The member has now said, “I want to say just a few things”, and used the expression “retrograde” 
for the fifth time in four minutes.  The standing orders bar members from being repetitive and tedious.  I was 
interested to hear the member for Hillarys put forward some substantive argument, but to say the word 
“retrograde” so many times in four minutes is really sending us away. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  The standing orders also talk about frivolous acts.  This point of order has been frivolous as 
well. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  There is some substance to the point of order but the substance has been drawn by 
the interaction from members to my right.  I suggest that if those members ceased to be so loud, the member on 
my left would not be drawn into repetition. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr JOHNSON:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  I did not realise that some government members were so 
sensitive.   

Mr Barnett:  I think he took it personally. 

Mr JOHNSON:  I think the member for Perth did take it personally.  When he has been in this place for a while 
he might learn to be a bit more - 

Mr Barnett:  He won’t be here long enough. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 28 June 2001] 

 p1588b-1598a 
Mr Paul Omodei; Mr John Bradshaw; Acting Speaker; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Tony McRae; Mrs Michelle Roberts 

 [8] 

Mr JOHNSON:  No, he will not be here long enough.  He will be gone in three and a half years; we know that.  
Once again, I will risk being repetitious because I want the House to hear this.  I am sure members did not hear 
it. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr JOHNSON:  I am talking to the Acting Speaker, not to those members.  All that can be heard is a burble, 
burble, burble in the background from the three little monkeys.  The noise always comes from that area of the 
House.  

We are voting against this Bill.  This is a dreadful Bill; it denies natural justice to Western Australia’s capital 
city. 

MRS ROBERTS (Midland - Minister for Local Government) [12.23 pm]:  I am pleased to respond at the 
second reading stage of debate on this legislation.  I thank most members for their positive comments on this 
Bill.  Some members have taken trouble to provide information about the background of this issue.  I do not 
intend to go through all that background information again.  I want to make clear that this Government gave a 
commitment during the election campaign to introduce this legislation.  I am pleased that the Bill has been 
introduced into Parliament so speedily.  It rights the wrongs of the former Government.   

I will go through some of the individual comments made by members.  I refer first to the comments of the 
member for Greenough.  The member gave a potted and selective history of the original restructure of the City of 
Perth.  Nowhere in his address did he say that he opposed this Bill.  His main criticism appears to be that he 
believes the City of Perth should be compensated.  I await with anticipation any proposed amendments by the 
member for Greenough.   

The member also referred to a recent letter from the chief executive officer of the City of Perth, which was sent 
to members of Parliament.  This letter states that the City of Perth was not consulted.  This is clearly not the case.  
I wrote to the city on 7 May, as I wrote to the other three towns, outlining the Government’s intentions and 
advising the city to seek further details from my department.  I am advised that the City of Perth has not made an 
approach either to my office or to the department about the proposed legislation.  It has also been suggested to 
me that someone from the department contacted the City of Perth and was told that there was no point in the city 
responding because this was a government commitment that the City of Perth opposed; it was as simple as that.  
I looked at the recent letter from the City of Perth.  It does not contain any new information or argument that has 
not been considered during the many years that the towns have been wronged through not getting their fair share 
of ownership of Tamala Park.   

The member also commented on the provisions of the Bill, which clearly give no right of compensation to the 
City of Perth and removes its ability to use the courts to frustrate the objectives of the Bill.  These provisions 
were included to ensure that the City of Perth did not waste ratepayers’ funds in mounting legal challenges.  It 
will also ensure that this matter will be resolved quickly, as it should have been many years ago.   

I also disagree with many pieces of information in the potted history that the member for Greenough gave.  I take 
the opportunity to highlight one of those.  It is my belief that on Tuesday, 26 June, the member for Greenough 
misled the Parliament when he said that the City of Perth bought the land in 1981 at a cost of $4.93 million.  The 
facts are somewhat different.  The City of Stirling resolved between December 1980 and January 1981 to 
purchase the land for $4 million.  On 28 January 1981, the City of Wanneroo agreed to accept joint purchase - a 
50-50 share - with the City of Stirling.  In March 1981, the City of Perth indicated that it would purchase a one-
third share of the $4 million property.  This was formalised in an agreement with the cities of Stirling and 
Wanneroo in June 1981.  The purchase price was $4 million.   

Mr Omodei:  For $4.3 million? 

Mrs ROBERTS:  The interest payable was $935 000. 

Mr Omodei:  You haven’t misled Parliament have you?  That is as pedantic as the point you raised. 

Mrs ROBERTS:  Does the member not like the facts?  The member for Greenough said the City of Perth - 

Mr Omodei:  Was it $4 million instead of $4.3 million? 

Mrs ROBERTS:  I am talking about a significant difference.  The member for Warren-Blackwood has clearly 
not understood the point.  The member for Greenough said that the City of Perth paid something in the order of 
$4.9 million. 

Mr Omodei:  Is it $4.9 million now? 
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Mrs ROBERTS:  What the member for Warren-Blackwood has failed to understand is that this was the total 
purchase price.  The member for Greenough said that it was the City of Perth’s share.  If it were the City of 
Perth’s share, the transfer would have been more than $12 million.  It is typical behaviour of the member for 
Warren-Blackwood not to let substantial facts get in the way.  The interest payable was $935 204.  I remind 
members that, back in those days, interest rates were high - somewhere in the order of 12 to 15 per cent.  The 
City of Perth contribution was just one-third of this $4 935 204 purchase.  I suggest that the member for 
Greenough get his facts straight.  He clearly misled the House because he suggested that the City of Perth paid 
more than $4 million for its share of this land when in fact it paid only a third of that cost.   

Mr Omodei:  I think he was quoting from the letter from the City of Perth. 

Mrs ROBERTS:  I would not quote from that letter from the City of Perth, in which it suggested that it had not 
been consulted, when in fact it received the letter more than a month ago and chose not to respond to it.  What a 
joke for the City of Perth to send out a letter saying that it was not consulted, as though it did not know anything 
about it.  The Labor Party has been speaking out on this issue for years.  We said when we were in opposition 
that it is our intention to right this wrong.  It is in our local government policy and on our web site.  It  has been 
referred to by the member for Perth on numerous occasions, and also by the member for Rockingham, who was 
the opposition spokesman on local government prior to the last election. 

Mr Omodei:  You weren’t even here when he was speaking.  Are you quoting from uncorrected Hansard or have 
you got it from somewhere else?  He got it right! 

Mrs ROBERTS:  I thought that the opposition spokesperson for police and emergency services would have been 
supportive of my being in Canberra for the past two days to attend the Australian Police Ministers Council - 

Mr Omodei:  I was, but you are saying that the member for Greenough has misled the Parliament, when you 
were not even here.  

Mrs ROBERTS:  The member for Warren-Blackwood’s interjections throughout my speech have not been 
remotely helpful.  The fact of the matter is that yes, I have read the uncorrected Hansard; I have had an adviser 
present during all the debate on this Bill, and I have notes from that adviser; and I have spoken to many members 
on this side of the House who have all reported to me what the member for Greenough said.  I have had 
numerous sources.  Is the member for Warren-Blackwood telling me that is not what the member for Greenough 
said?  Is that the point in dispute?  Is the member saying that is not what the member for Greenough said?   

Mr Omodei:  If you are quoting from uncorrected Hansard -  
Mrs ROBERTS:  I have not quoted from uncorrected Hansard.  I said that I have read it, I have consulted with 
my colleagues, and I have looked at notes from the Department of Local Government on this matter.  I suggest to 
the member for Warren-Blackwood that all of those sources cannot be wrong.  Is the member for Warren-
Blackwood suggesting that is not what the member for Greenough said? 

Mr Omodei:  I am suggesting that you are being pedantic. 

Mrs ROBERTS:  The member has picked a rather strange point to have an argument about, because the fact is 
that that is what the member for Greenough said.  Nothing changes that, not even the fact that I was not present 
in the House.  My presence in the House is totally irrelevant to whether or not the member for Greenough said it.  
The member either said it or he did not.  Did the member for Greenough say it?  Did he mislead the House?  
That is a very keen point. 

Mr Omodei:  The debate on the legislation should have waited until you were in the House.   

Mrs ROBERTS:  This is the member for Warren-Blackwood’s point!  We are finally getting somewhere!   

Mr Barnett:  It is your responsibility to handle your Bill.  No one else is responsible.   

Mr Hyde:  We are busy reforming the world, and the Leader of the Opposition wants the Government in here to 
listen to him! 

Mrs ROBERTS:  This is interesting.  I gave notice of my Bill; I introduced my Bill; I second read my Bill; and 
now I am responding at the second reading stage.  After this, I will be present for the consideration in detail.  I 
have been informed by my colleagues that the Leader of the Opposition made some most pathetic and ridiculous 
remarks in my absence.  I have also read the uncorrected Hansard, as there is no problem with my reading the 
uncorrected proof.  

Mr Barnett:  You should have been here to deal with the Bill upon your return.   

Mrs ROBERTS:  I had thought I should get myself a dorothy dixer on this question, because the Leader of the 
Opposition’s remarks in Hansard are totally inane.  Despite the fact that the Leader of the Opposition was 
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advised that I would be attending the Australian Police Ministers Council in Canberra for two days - a meeting 
that is held once every six months - he kept persisting with his interjections because he thought I was at the local 
Police Union conference.  One of the Leader of the Opposition’s interjections was to the effect that he did not 
see me there when he went to that conference.  That is because I was in Canberra.  The Leader of the Opposition 
should check his records, because he will find that he was notified of exactly where I have been for the past two 
days.   

Mr Barnett:  Did you have a member of your staff take notes while I was giving my address? 

Mrs ROBERTS:  I would prefer that we do not go off on a tangent.  However, I point out to the Leader of the 
Opposition that when I gave my address to the conference, his spokesperson was present.  So what?  It is normal 
practice.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  Order!  The Leader of the Opposition and the member for Perth should let 
the minister continue with the Bill.  

Mrs ROBERTS:  I think the Leader of the Opposition’s real grumble is that he did not have a staff member 
whom he could send to hear my speech; he had to get the opposition spokesperson on policing matters, the 
member for Warren-Blackwood, to go to the meeting.  I have no objection to the member for Warren-Blackwood 
being at that meeting, which is largely a public event at which the media and a lot of other people are present.  
The Leader of the Opposition is aware that I could have had the meeting taped, or I could have obtained a copy 
of the speech.  So what? 

Mr Barnett:  It is a simple matter of ministerial conduct and courtesy.  If you had wanted to know what I said, 
you could have requested a copy from me, or your staff member could have approached me and said, “Mr 
Barnett, I am here from the minister’s office” - 

Mrs ROBERTS:  Is the Leader of the Opposition worried about something that he said?   

Mr Barnett:  No, not at all.   

Mrs ROBERTS:  Is that the point?  Is the Leader of the Opposition worried about something that he said? 

Mr Barnett:  No.  I do not write speeches.  However, I find it discourteous when a member of your staff attends a 
function and is not instructed to introduce herself, or you do not go to the trouble of informing me that you are 
sending one of your people to listen to what I say.   

Mrs ROBERTS:  What a nonsense! 

Mr Barnett:  I do not mind, because I know what I say.  However, it is a matter of simple courtesy to other 
members of Parliament.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dean):  Order!  I thank the Leader of the Opposition.  I think I have given the 
Leader of the Opposition sufficient time.  Will the minister please continue with the Bill.   

Mrs ROBERTS:  I thank the member for Churchlands for her support of this Bill.  The member for Churchlands 
has, like me, been involved in this issue for many years, and has probably made some of the more intelligent and 
informed remarks about this legislation and about the restructuring of the then City of Perth into the smaller City 
of Perth and the three towns.  The member requested information on two key issues.  The first issue was what 
will happen with the towns’ current arrangement for the dumping of rubbish at Mindarie after they become the 
owners of the Tamala Park land.  The three towns are currently members of the Mindarie Regional Council, and 
as part of that arrangement they have the right to use the waste disposal facility.  It is expected that the Mindarie 
Regional Council will need to amend its constitution to reflect the new ownership arrangements, in the same way 
that it has done recently for the new cities of Joondalup and Wanneroo.  With regard to any rights of the new 
owners to receive their share of any rent moneys from the dumping of rubbish, it is expected that will happen 
under common law co-ownership.  

The second question from the member for Churchlands related to the method used by the commissioners in 
giving the towns membership of the Mindarie Regional Council.  An amount of $525 000 was apparently paid to 
the three towns to gain membership.  In the short time available to me to respond to this question, it has not been 
possible to check these details with the City of Perth.  However, it is understood that this money came from the 
City of Perth parking fund, which was partly used to fund the infrastructure costs, and that this money was paid 
to the City of Perth to compensate it for its membership interest being reduced from four members to one.  From 
my brief analysis, it may not be the case that this will necessarily be regarded as moneys owed to the towns now 
that they are to be the owners.  However, I will have a closer look at this issue when I have more facts at my 
disposal, and I will provide more information to the member for Churchlands when I am in a position to do so. 
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The members for Perth, Ballajura and Avon have also spoken in support of the Bill, and I thank them for their 
comments.  I thank the House for its support in allowing this legislation to be dealt with as an urgent Bill.  I note 
that a lot of divergent comments were made during the debate on this Bill.  This Bill is not intended to be a 
review of how successful or unsuccessful the restructuring of the City of Perth has been.  Many of us have 
widely differing opinions on the success or otherwise of that restructuring, and no doubt we could comment for 
hours on the processes that have taken place.  However, a lot of misleading information has been presented 
during this debate.  For example, the member for Warren-Blackwood made some introductory remarks with 
which I take issue.  One of those remarks was that only three councillors represented the City of Perth.  As the 
City of Perth is currently constituted - by that I mean given its current boundaries - nine councillors represented 
that area, not three.  What the member for Warren-Blackwood does not know is that there were two other city 
wards, East ward and West ward - one to the east and the other to the west of the city.  The Central ward, for 
example, did not include Parliament House.  It is a nonsense to say that this area in West Perth that includes 
Parliament House is not part of the city.  It is a nonsense to suggest that the three councillors who represented 
this precinct - the old West ward - should not be regarded as representing the city. 

Likewise, another three councillors represented what was the old East ward, which then became the Heirisson 
ward.  To the best of my recollection, the boundary used to be at about Victoria Avenue, or a little beyond.  I 
well remember that the Rod Evans Centre was in Rod Evans’ ward, which was the old East ward.  When the 
Heirisson ward was created, that East Perth area was represented by the three Heirisson ward councillors.  I note 
that Councillor Jim Leahy, for example, who went on to join the new City of Perth as a councillor, represented 
that area for many years.  Likewise, small areas of what was the old North ward fell within the boundaries of the 
new City of Perth as well. 

There were numerous reports in, say, even the seven or eight years leading up to what was commonly referred to 
as the Carr-Fardon report.  Many of those reports said different things and came to different conclusions.  Those 
two people, competent though they may well be in their respective fields, were appointed by the former 
Government to do a political job.  They were asked to come up with an outcome.  The fact is that it was not an 
objective and unbiased report.  It certainly conflicted with a large amount of information that the City of Perth 
had at its disposal at the time, particularly the financial commentary contained in the report.  The figures used in 
the report were disputed by Mr Ron Back, an exceptionally able person, who was city treasurer at the time.  He 
is now widely used as a consultant to many local government authorities. 

Mr Omodei:  He was used by me when I was a minister.  Most of his work is as a consultant. 

Mrs ROBERTS:  That is right.  Ron Back is a person of utmost integrity and competence.  At the time, the city 
treasurer produced a comprehensive paper for the councillors.  That conflicted substantially with the figures and 
facts that appeared in the Carr-Fardon report.  However, there is not much point arguing about that report now. 

One of the arguments put by a previous speaker in the debate was that Tamala Park could not be split because 
that was not provided for in the Carr-Fardon report, the suggestion being that the Carr-Fardon report is somehow 
gospel and there can be no divergence from it.  There ended up being at least half a dozen divergences between 
the Carr-Fardon report and the ultimate legislation.  I note that the most significant of those divergences was 
canvassed in the earlier stages of debate on this Bill.  The Carr-Fardon report suggested, for example, that the 
Burswood Resort Casino should go into the City of Perth.  When Carr and Fardon drew up the boundaries of the 
City of Perth, they included the casino.  After a great deal of argument by the ratepayers of Victoria Park, they 
managed to retrieve the casino. 

Mr Pendal:  That is the first wonder of the previous Government, and it took the party room to overturn that 
decision. 

Mrs ROBERTS:  That is right.  As the member for South Perth pointed out, the real interest at that time was the 
creation of the new City of Perth.  There was no real interest in, or emphasis on, the creation of the new towns.  
Indeed, I understand that on the basis of some earlier drafts, different things would have happened with those 
towns.  There was a suggestion that parts of Victoria Park could be incorporated into either South Perth or 
Belmont.  Suggestions were also made that more of the Town of Vincent could ultimately go into the City of 
Perth, and that some of it could be divested to the City of Stirling, and the like.  Ultimately, though, the Bill was 
brought before the Parliament. 

The former Minister for Local Government, the member for Warren-Blackwood, said that a Bill had to be 
brought before the Parliament because the old City of Perth would never have agreed to the split.  That is why 
we had to do it that way; it was the only way to do it.  I suggest that another advantage the previous Government 
got from doing it that way was that, when it came to the splitting up of assets, it did not have to comply with the 
Local Government Act. 
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I have heard a lot of argument today - there is a record in Hansard of some argument in the earlier stage of the 
debate - that the three Towns of Victoria Park, Cambridge and Vincent are all well established and in a good 
financial condition.  The old City of Perth was probably the wealthiest local government authority in this State.  
This is not a matter of whether, having set up these towns, they are able to function effectively and have 
sufficient money and reserves to do so; this is a matter of equity.  When something is split four ways, why 
should the bulk of the money and assets remain with one body, with the other bodies merely set up so that they 
can function effectively?  If the split had occurred under the Local Government Act, that would not have been 
allowed to occur. 
I said that this is about equity and fairness.  The assets of the old City of Perth were provided by the ratepayers - 
not the City of Perth itself, and not the entity that is now the Lord Mayor, the councillors, the town clerk and his 
officers.  Those assets had been built up by all of the ratepayers of the City of Perth, the vast majority of whom 
are now in those three towns. 

When the towns were created and the division of assets was considered, as a basic principle those assets that fell 
within the boundaries of those towns remained with them.  Rather than making any assessment of the overall 
wealth of the city and working out what would be an even distribution of assets and finances, it was said that if 
the towns were lucky enough to have something fall within their boundaries, it would be theirs.  As it turned out, 
Victoria Park was lucky enough to get the casino.  That is a big bonus for the Town of Victoria Park.  
Unfortunately for Vincent and Cambridge, they did not inherit a casino.  Likewise, the vast majority of the City 
of Perth’s assets were based within the City of Perth area.  That is where land values are highest and where the 
biggest investment in infrastructure and assets had occurred during the history of the City of Perth.  Therefore, it 
became a matter of chance as to what assets fell within the boundaries that the entities were given. 
On top of that, a number of the assets of the City of Perth fell outside the boundaries, because the City of Perth 
owned assets and property that were not within its municipal boundaries.  Many years before, the City of Perth 
had purchased, for example, what was colloquially known as the Roberts Road depot in Osborne Park.  The city 
ran its rubbish operations and a bitumen plant from that location.  That was an asset of the larger City of Perth.  
It had been purchased with funds from the larger City of Perth and its 80 000-plus ratepayers.  It then went to the 
tiny town of the City of Perth and was taken away from those ratepayers. 
[Leave granted for speech to be continued.] 
Debate thus adjourned. 
[Continued on page 1616.]  
 


