
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 30 November 2005] 

 p7871c-7889a 
Hon George Cash; Hon Paul Llewellyn; Hon Anthony Fels; Hon Bruce Donaldson; President; Hon Adele Farina 

 [1] 

PERRY LAKES REDEVELOPMENT BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 29 November. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [10.06 am]:  Last night, before we completed the day’s session, 
I made some preliminary comments about this bill.  I will not repeat what I said, except to say that I pointed out 
that this bill has its origins in the refusal of the Town of Cambridge to award a contract for the development of 
certain lands and the building of certain sporting facilities to the favoured contractor of the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure, Multiplex.  As a result of that, the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has taken what I 
regard as a spiteful and vengeful action to punish the Town of Cambridge for its failure to deliver.  I also made 
the point that this bill is very much in the form of a sledgehammer to crack a nut, and that the Parliament is being 
used by the government to do its dirty work; that is, to remove land lawfully held by the Town of Cambridge 
from its control and possession and transfer it to the government so that certain works can be completed.   

We all recognise that, under our laws, it is possible for the Crown to resume land.  Generally, resumptions are 
carried out under the Land Administration Act 1997, which provides a procedure to be followed when land is to 
be resumed.  Generally, those procedures are contained in parts 9 and 10 of the act.  Part 10 deals particularly 
with compensation.  It would be hard for the opposition to argue against the land being resumed under the Land 
Administration Act and used for a public work, because the law of this state enables the Crown to do that.  So 
long as the opposition was satisfied that the work to be done was within the definition of a public work and that 
fair and just compensation was to be paid, it would have difficulty overcoming that general principle.  However, 
that is not the case in this situation.  The government will not use the Land Administration Act, because in doing 
that it would trip over a number of hurdles.  One of the hurdles is that the work to be carried out is not within the 
definition of a public work.  Some of the buildings may be within that definition, but to develop land and sell it 
to raise finance is not, in my view, a public work as defined under the Public Works Act 1902.  The government 
has bypassed all those other acts of Parliament that require a particular procedure and has introduced a bill that 
will confiscate the land from the Town of Cambridge.  Worse than that, the bill contains a clause - clause 7, “No 
compensation payable for Perry Lakes land” - that states -  

(2) The Land Administration Act 1997 Parts 9 and 10 do not apply to or in relation to the 
compulsory acquisition of the Perry Lakes land effected by section 6. 

The government is clear: it does not want to be subject to a fair and just settlement for compensation.  Clause 9 is 
sometimes referred to by government members as the compensation clause, but all that clause states is -  

(1) At any time before completion day the State may transfer to the Town of Cambridge any estate 
in fee simple that the State then holds in any part of the Perry Lakes land. 

(2) On a day that is not later than 6 months after completion day the State must transfer to the 
Town of Cambridge any estate in fee simple that the State holds on the date of the transfer in 
any of the Perry Lakes land. 

There are some other procedural matters covered in subclause (3), which states -  

(3) Any transfer that may or must be made under this section is exempt from fees under the 
Transfer of Land Act 1893 and from stamp duty. 

If that is the compensation clause, it is in vague and general terms, because there is nothing certain about it.  It 
indicates that the state may transfer the land to the Town of Cambridge; it does not say it shall.  The discretion 
obviously lies with the minister.  The clause then refers to the land that might or might not exist after completion 
day, but at this stage we do not know whether any land will exist after completion day.  It is no wonder that the 
Town of Cambridge ratepayers and certainly the council members are so vehemently opposed to this bill in its 
present form.   

Over time a number of comments have been made as to whether the Town of Cambridge has the capacity to 
carry out the proposed works.  There is no doubt at all that the Town of Cambridge has that capacity.  It never 
intended to use its own staff to undertake the construction and other civil works; it always intended to contract 
that work out to competent contractors, as is the intention of the government.  If this bill succeeds, the 
government will use the Western Australian Land Authority as the primary agent, and that authority will then 
contract out the work to competent contractors.  There should be no question about whether the Town of 
Cambridge has the competence to carry out this work, because it did and still does.  More than that, the Town of 
Cambridge stood ready to carry out this work.  There was never a need for this bill to come into the Parliament.  
No doubt there has been conflict between the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and the Town of 
Cambridge.  The records that have been produced and handed to various members of Parliament show the 
chronology of events that have occurred and how some time ago both parties were working together to achieve a 
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satisfactory outcome.  At some stage there was a departure from the common goal and in the main that related to 
the council’s decision not to appoint Multiplex as the contractor.  From that point the minister proceeded down a 
particular path without telling the Town of Cambridge of her intentions or the actions she was taking, and in the 
end she produced this bill.  Last night I said I believed that the minister’s conduct in this issue was duplicitous.  
The chronology of events clearly shows that that is the case.  That is no way for a minister of the crown to 
conduct herself when dealing with a local authority or, for that matter, any individual. 

Just so that the record is clear about the position of the Town of Cambridge, I will put on record a letter that the 
Mayor of the Town of Cambridge, Marlene Anderton, sent to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure 
yesterday.  It is important that this letter be placed on the record because it is the current position of the Town of 
Cambridge.  I have said before that the Town of Cambridge has always stood ready to carry out these works if it 
were given the opportunity.  Attached to the letter that was sent to the minister is a preliminary memorandum of 
understanding between the state government of Western Australia and the Town of Cambridge for the 
redevelopment of Perry Lakes Stadium and the construction of sporting facilities.  I will get to the memorandum 
of understanding in a moment.  The letter is dated 28 November 2005 and it states -  

The Hon Alannah MacTiernan MLA 

Minister for Planning and Infrastructure 

. . .  
Dear Minister 

PERRY LAKES REDEVELOPMENT BILL 2005  
As you are aware, the Town strongly opposes the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill 2005 and has 
received legal advice from Deacons in this regard.   

A copy of the Deacons advice is attached for your information together with a summary taken from the 
legal advice which highlights the Town’s main areas of concern.   

I also advise that a Special Meeting of Council was held on 24 November 2005, and the Council (in 
part) decided as follows:-  

That:- 

(i) the Council reaffirms its previous decision to strongly oppose the Perry Lakes Redevelopment 
Bill 2005, however, as the proposed Bill appears to have the support of the majority of 
members of the Legislative Council, the following amendments be submitted by the Town for 
inclusion in the Bill :-  
(a) capped contributions for construction of facilities, demolition of stadium and project 

management costs; 
(b) clear definition of all administration costs; 
(c) the State Government should establish a Project Management Committee to oversee 

all aspects of the Perry Lakes Stadium Redevelopment.  The Town of Cambridge to be 
represented by the Mayor on the Project Management Committee; 

(d) the intent of the Bill and the costs associated with the construction should be clearly 
defined, capped and not subject to change by regulation; 

(e) area of part of Lot 25 not being resumed should be clearly defined in schedule 2; 

(ii) the Bill be sent to a Committee of the Legislative Council for the purpose of:-  
(a) removal of the numerous errors of substance within the Bill; 
(b) considering the above amendments as proposed; 
(c) removal of the numerous contradictions; 

(iii) if the Bill is passed through Parliament then the Town of Cambridge seeks legal advice in 
relation to the validity of the subsequent Act and the inconsistencies and discrepancies 
contained within this Act with a view to successfully mounting a challenge through the courts 
in an attempt to remedy this injustice and protect the assets of the Town of Cambridge.   

That: 

the Council gives in-principle support to the draft Memorandum of Understanding provided to the 
Greens WA.  This Memorandum of Understanding is indicative of the processes that should occur 
between the Council and the Minister; 
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That completes the resolution.  The letter continues -  

A major part of the Council decision is its support for a Draft Memorandum of Understanding which 
the Council agreed is the process that should occur to enable this matter to proceed without the need for 
a Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill at least in its current form.   

I enclose a copy of the Draft Memorandum of Understanding for your consideration.   

The Memorandum of Understanding is drafted using the same descriptive terminology when referring 
to the land as is defined in the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill 2005.  This Memorandum of 
Understanding is the first draft in order to commence the proper drafting of a suitably agreed 
Memorandum of Understanding.   

You are no doubt aware of the Town’s continued opposition to the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill.  
However, the Council considers the proposals as outlined above as a positive means of resolving the 
issue to the Government’s and Council’s satisfaction.   

I would be pleased to meet with you and discuss any of the matters raised by Council. 

Yours sincerely 

MARLENE ANDERTON  

MAYOR 

Attached to that letter is a summary of the legal advice received from Deacons dated 28 November 2005.  As I 
indicated earlier, also attached to the letter is a memorandum of understanding for the redevelopment of the 
Perry Lakes Stadium and the construction of sporting facilities.  It is not a lengthy document.  I will read it into 
the record so that the commitment that the Town of Cambridge is giving to the government is clear to the 
chamber.  When I say “is giving”, I mean in similar terms to previous undertakings which have been given by 
the Town of Cambridge to the government, but which the government has either not listened to or rejected.  The 
memorandum has six clauses and it reads -  

1. This is a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) between the State Government on the one 
hand and the Town of Cambridge on the other.  It is a preliminary to the subsequent drawing 
up of a legal ‘Deed of Agreement’.   

2. The term ‘State Government’ is defined to encompass all its ministries and instrumentalities.  
The State Government for the purpose of this Understanding and any actions with respect to 
the matters within the context of this MoU, has as its agent and representative the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure.   

3. The objectives of a Deed of Agreement are:-   

(a) the speedy construction of sporting facilities on the ‘AK Reserve Land’ and the 
‘Avenues Land’;  

(b) the redevelopment of the ‘Perry Lakes Land’ as residential housing together with 
facilities normally associated with such a residential development.  

4. The agreed objectives are to be achieved within the following guidelines:-   

(a) the State Government shall develop the sporting facilities on the AK Reserve Land 
and the Avenues Land;  

(b) the State Government is to resume ownership of the AK Reserve Land and the 
Avenues Land on payment of $1 compensation to the Town of Cambridge;  

(c) the Town of Cambridge will contribute towards the costs of those sporting facilities to 
an amount of $21,413,200 and indexed up to the date of payment being made by the 
Town of Cambridge.  Such indexation shall be in accordance with the method as set 
out in the letter of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure dated 11 July 2005 as 
per the attachment on its third monetary line;   

(d) the Town of Cambridge will additionally pay an amount of $5 million into a Repairs 
Trust Fund to be managed by the State Government.  Those funds and any income 
arising therefrom, are to be solely used to pay for the repair and maintenance of the 
constructed sporting facilities, so as to enable those constructed sporting facilities to 
be rectified for the effects of normal wear and tear;   
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(e) The State Government shall be responsible for ensuring the passage of all enabling 
legislation and regulations so that there shall be no barrier to the achievement of any 
of the objectives and guidelines;  

(f) The State Government shall assist the Town of Cambridge to implement the Town’s 
own plans for development of land for residential purposes, on the Perry Lakes Land 
(upon which the present Stadium is located).  This assistance is to ensure that the 
Perry Lakes Land is zoned ‘up to R40’.  A zoning stating an ‘average’ R Code is not 
to apply.  The State Government shall assist the Town of Cambridge to achieve the 
approvals required for any such planned residential development as is normal for the 
development of residential land by a local authority in the State of Western Australia;   

(g) The Endowment Land Act is to be amended so as to permit the surplus funds arising 
from the development of the Perry Lakes Land, to be applied by the Town of 
Cambridge;  

(i) to make the payments as per 4(c) and 4(d) above; and  

(ii) to enable any remaining surplus funds to be expended on any capital works 
within the whole municipality of the Town of Cambridge;   

(h) The Town of Cambridge undertakes to promptly commence the planning of the 
residential development of the Perry Lakes Land, and when the old stadium is no 
longer required for sporting activities to promptly develop the site to no lesser degree 
than is necessary for it to meet its financial commitments under clauses 4(c) and 4(d).   

5. In the event of any dispute arising on any matter pertaining to this Agreement, then that matter 
shall be referred to an arbitrator appointed by the Chairman of The Institute of Arbitrators and 
Mediators (Western Australia Division).  The decision of that arbitrator shall be final.  The 
costs of that arbitration shall be borne by the parties as to the amount or ratio as determined by 
that arbitrator as being a fair allocation of responsibility for the costs incurred for that 
arbitration.  

6. The State Government and/or the Town of Cambridge undertake to promptly give full legal 
and practical effect to any decision made by the arbitrator. 

That is the extent of the memorandum of understanding.  I indicate again that it is a preliminary draft document; 
it is not a complete legal document.  It is designed to set out the principles to which the Town of Cambridge is 
prepared to commit itself.  The Town of Cambridge undertakes to commit itself to those various matters.  It 
outlines its contribution to the sporting facilities, it agrees that the state government should develop the sporting 
facilities on the AK Reserve and the avenues land, and it is prepared to accept $1 in compensation for the AK 
Reserve land.  The compensation provided for in the bill is $1.7 million.  I hasten to add that the whole of this 
agreement must be read in its proper context.  I would not want someone to say later that the Town of 
Cambridge was prepared to accept $1 in compensation for the AK Reserve land, when the town is saying that it 
will accept $1 as long as all these other matters are agreed to.   

The other important point is that the Town of Cambridge acknowledges that the endowment lands act should be 
amended to permit any surplus funds that arise from the development of the Perry Lakes land to be applied by 
the Town of Cambridge for the benefit of all the Town of Cambridge, and not to be restricted to the coastal ward 
area of the town, as is currently the case under the endowment lands act.  That is a huge concession.  I know that 
the President of the Coast Ward Ratepayers Association, Dr John Moran, has worked through that issue with his 
association, has gained agreement on that proposition and has introduced it into the discussions so that some 
progress can be made on the development of sporting facilities and the redevelopment generally of the land.  The 
Coast Ward Ratepayers Association has gone out of its way to try to achieve a solution to the problems that we 
now see are part of the Perry Lakes redevelopment.  The Town of Cambridge has come to the view - although 
somewhat belatedly in my view - that it wants to work closely with the government on this issue.  It is now 
asking that the matters contained in the memorandum form part of the bill.  That is a very significant step 
forward.  However, everything is premised on the fact that, in the first instance, the Town of Cambridge does not 
agree to the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill 2005.  That is its first position, because it believes that it can do the 
work.  Secondly, if the bill is to be agreed to by the Parliament, the town suggests that certain amendments be 
made to the bill that would at least improve the position of the Town of Cambridge and its ratepayers and 
residents.   

I hope that the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure will earnestly consider the letter from the Mayor of the 
Town of Cambridge.  It seems that we are losing time, so to speak, because we are in the middle of discussing 
the bill now.  However, given that I expect the committee stage to go for a considerable period, because a 
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number of questions will need to be answered due to the inconsistencies in the bill and the inconsistent 
statements that have been published over a period not just by the government, but also by a number of different 
parties, there will be time for the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure to consider this proposition.  I say to 
the parliamentary secretary handling the bill that I hope she has ensured that, first, the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure is aware of this letter and, secondly, suitable amendments are being drafted so that they can be 
incorporated in the bill while it is being discussed at the committee stage.  These are not the sorts of amendments 
that an opposition can draft on the run.  We would maintain our position of voting against the bill completely if 
that were not the case.  We will, however, consider any amendments that would improve the situation for the 
ratepayers of the Town of Cambridge.  There are a number of elements to those considerations, including the 
amount of compensation, a proper description of the land, and proper deposited survey plans of the land so that 
we know the exact land that is being referred to and it can be identified on a plan and tabled in this house.  There 
have been some huge arguments over the part of lot 25 that is to be resumed.  Some say that lot 25 includes the 
golf course.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure said in the other house that that was a ridiculous 
proposition.  It is not a ridiculous proposition if the particular survey plan that is being referred to in the bill 
includes the golf course.  I do not say that that is the factual situation, but I do say that a number of people 
believe that to be the situation.  The fact is that lot 25 has a number of parts to it, and those parts have individual 
survey plans registered against them.  We have to be quite sure that the correct survey plan is indicated so that, 
by default, the wrong land is not transferred back to the Crown.  The bill has a huge number of discrepancies and 
inconsistencies, and that is why we say that the bill in its present form is a disaster.  It is very much a 
sledgehammer to crack a nut; it was never necessary.   

I get back to the basis of the whole proposition for the bill.  Apart from my earlier comments about the bill 
having its origins in spite and vengeance, the bill was established because there was a breakdown in 
communications between the minister and the Town of Cambridge.  I have to say that it was not the Town of 
Cambridge that stopped talking.  Certainly, there was some disagreement within the Town of Cambridge, but 
disagreement on propositions arises within councils as matters move forward.  There is disagreement in this 
house every day on matters but that does not stop the progress of legislation.  This is a place where different 
views are expressed, and it is important that robust debate takes place on different views so that all views are 
able to be considered to make better legislation.  That discussion did not happen in respect of the redevelopment 
of the Perry Lakes land and the building of the proposed facilities.  As a result, and because the minister has 
gone her way, we now find this bill before us.  I am a bit sick and tired of this Parliament being used to do the 
dirty work of the government when it comes to land resumptions.  Members will recall that about two or three 
years ago, land in Beechboro - the Swan Valley Nyungah Community land - was subject to legislation.  A bill 
came to this house to remove people from the land notwithstanding the fact that it was suggested that only one or 
two people who lived on the reserve had ever done anything wrong.  As a Parliament, we removed innocent 
people from the land.  We took that land from those people because Parliament was used to do the dirty work of 
the government.  Some might ask what that has to do with this bill.  The same principle is being applied; this 
house is being used again to do the dirty work because the government has stopped talking to the Town of 
Cambridge. 

Last night I asked myself a question: if the situation were different and the commonwealth government 
introduced a bill with the same effect on state-owned land, what would be the reaction of this government and, in 
particular, the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure?  She would go berserk.  She would not be able to help 
herself and she would be on the media 24 hours a day telling everybody how wrong the commonwealth 
government was to try to confiscate state property.  I instance that with the example of the Peel deviation.  All 
the yelling and screaming in the world and blaming the federal government for not providing enough funds has 
come from the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  Although most of us knew it all the time, it is now 
acknowledged that the state has to tip in funds because it was the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure who 
made the mistakes in the contract.  We have seen the commotion over that matter.  I use that as an example.  If 
people think the Town of Cambridge is upset, they are absolutely right; it is.  Equally, if the same bill were 
introduced to affect state land, the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure would be upset and this house would 
not accept the bill for one moment.  Why should we impose the same burden on a local authority, which in this 
case is the Town of Cambridge?  It is not right and it is certainly not fair or equitable.  Worse than that, it sets 
more of a precedent.  We have set a bad enough precedent with the Swan Valley Nyungah Community land.  
This bill reinforces the precedent.  No wonder Bill Mitchell, the President of the Western Australian Local 
Government Association, issued a press release on 9 October that stated that local communities will be at greater 
risk of being bullied by the state government if the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill is accepted without 
complaint.  He did not see this bill as just affecting the Town of Cambridge; he saw it as being the precursor for 
other bills to be used to confiscate land from other local authorities.  I believe he was right to raise the matter.  It 
is important that the matter be raised.  Without reading his entire press release dated 9 October 2005, I note that 
two paragraphs state  - 
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 Cr Mitchell said the Association believed the State Government should address their concerns as to the 
progress of the development in a way that retains Council participation, rather than resorting to the 
extreme measure of introducing specific legislation. 

“It comes down to a personal choice of strategy and State Cabinet has agreed to an arrogant and 
confrontational approach that sets a new low in community consultation,” Cr Mitchell said. 

I said earlier that the committee stage will take a long time because a lot of questions need answering.  I hope 
that the parliamentary secretary has an answer for all the issues that have been raised by Deacons as they are 
important issues.  They involve land, and it is very easy to make a mistake with survey plans.  If a mistake were 
made, the wrong land would be transferred or resumed.  I certainly do not want that to happen.  The Leader of 
the House should know that, because of the way in which this matter has been handled by the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure, questions need to be asked and answers need to be recorded.  Members on this side 
of the house will not allow themselves to be brought into a conspiracy that will remove land by mistake that is 
not intended to be removed from the Town of Cambridge and incorporated into crown ownership. 

All members on this side of the house support the building of the facilities that are intended to be built in the 
area.  It is not the building of the facilities but the manner in which they are to be built that we have significant 
concerns about.  I note that the Leader of the Opposition has placed an amendment on the supplementary notice 
paper that would require the costs of the proposed sporting facilities to be capped.  That is in keeping with the 
proposition that is advanced in the memorandum of understanding from the Mayor of the Town of Cambridge.  
That is important.  The bottom line is that this is bad legislation that should not be agreed to.  The building of the 
facilities and the development of the land at Perry Lakes can be done by the Town of Cambridge.  If necessary, a 
separate bill could be introduced to impose a penalty on the Town of Cambridge if it did not complete the work 
in a certain time.  However, that is not what this bill is all about.  This is about the confiscation of land without 
compensation.   

HON PAUL LLEWELLYN (South West) [10.40 am]:  No member of this chamber could have escaped the 
debate on the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill.  Certainly the Greens (WA) have received what seems to be an 
endless number of e-mails and letters on this matter.  It is clear that there is community conflict on this matter.  
That conflict needs to be resolved.  Although I will be speaking on this issue, as I am the Greens’ spokesperson 
on planning issues, my colleague, Hon Giz Watson, lives in that area, so it is only natural and appropriate that 
she also has concerns about this issue. 

I would like to cut through the innuendo, myth and misunderstanding in this debate and try to find a resolution or 
consensus.  When the word “resolution” is broken down, it actually means to re-solve, or find a re-solution to, an 
issue.  When issues such as this arise in the public arena, it is important that we work towards trying to find a 
consensus model.  There will always be breakdowns in communication in matters such as this.  In the case of the 
Perry Lakes redevelopment, there has been a breakdown in communication between various government 
departments and various components of the community.  However, we need to move forward.   

The Perry Lakes precinct is an icon precinct in the Perth metropolitan area, just like Kings Park.  Perry Lakes 
does not belong just to the Town of Cambridge.  As an icon precinct it belongs to the community of Western 
Australia.  The Greens believe that we need to apply sound planning principles to this icon precinct in such a 
way that we will achieve certain things.  When we think about Perry Lakes, we think about sport, we think about 
the surrounding bushland, and we think about the community activities that take place in that area.  The concept 
of sport, nature and community presents an opportunity in its own right.  The Greens believe it presents an 
opportunity to redevelop the Perry Lakes precinct as a modern, model eco-village and sporting facility, as an 
example of thoughtful urban design, and as a healthy environment and healthy community, in a similar way to 
the Sydney Olympic Village.  The Greens have developed a mission statement that outlines how we can cut 
through the community debate and move in a principled way towards what we believe should be the new vision 
for this precinct.  That mission statement is as follows: to resolve the Perry Lakes planning and development 
issues in a timely way, with full consideration of all community expectations, local environmental issues, and 
economic and commercial realities, and for the long-term benefit of the people of the Town of Cambridge and 
the residents of Western Australia, both present and future.   

The Greens believe that our vision provides an opportunity to redevelop the Perry Lakes precinct into a precinct 
of which all Western Australians can be proud.  Instead of having separate sporting facilities, with all the 
transport and noise impacts that go along with that, the whole of the Perry Lakes precinct should form part of the 
same conceptual vision.  The Greens believe that certain criteria should be followed in the redevelopment of the 
Perry Lakes precinct.  It should incorporate eco-friendly urban design principles that integrate energy, water and 
native bush conservation.  Most of the buildings in Perth today are an energy and water disaster.  We should use 
world’s best practice, and design the Perry Lakes precinct in such a way that it incorporates the use of solar 
energy, the minimisation of water use and the sensible and intelligent management of sewerage waste.  The 
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Perry Lakes precinct should be pedestrian and bicycle friendly.  It should include traffic calming devices and 
enhanced public transport services so that it does not become car dominated like all the other suburbs that we 
tend to design in Western Australia, particularly in Perth.  The vision that the Greens want to achieve is a healthy 
urban environment for all Western Australians.  We should provide public transport linkages that will take the 
emphasis off car parks and long queues.  The new sporting facilities that will be built in this precinct will attract 
thousands, if not tens of thousands, of people.  The people who attend those sporting events should be given the 
option of using modern light rail transport.  That is not an impossible vision.  That is looking ahead at what we 
believe should form an important part of our urban environment.  The redevelopment should also include 
recycling facilities so that we can reduce the waste stream that comes out of the community.  All governments 
have an obligation to provide public open space.  The public open space in the Perry Lakes precinct should be 
integrated with training circuits, cycleways, walking courses and community arts.  There is no need to build a 
stark urban development when all these things can be integrated into a more sustainable and community-friendly 
design.  An important principle of sustainable urban design is that any increase in urban housing density should 
not lead to a loss of amenity, quality of life or privacy.  A commercial hub, and the services that are needed by 
the community, such as doctors, should be integrated into the design of this precinct so that it does not become 
just another sterile suburb of Perth but develops a life of its own.  The public open space, or urban bushland, for 
which Perry Lakes is renowned should be enhanced with bushland linkages throughout the suburb so that people 
can enjoy a healthy lifestyle that incorporates sport, nature and community as a vision for where we want to go 
in the future.   

On the question of costs, it is not true for people to say that all of this development will be much more 
expensive.  The government spends a lot of money on building roads and sewerage facilities that could be 
integrated into much more sustainable designs that do not necessarily cost more.  It has been found in some 
places in the world that have pursued urban eco-village designs that the value of housing goes up.  In Davis, 
California, the value of housing in urban eco-villages is 24 or 25 per cent higher than houses in surrounding 
identical urban areas because the city has designed an eco-friendly, intelligent urban precinct.  We should not 
only limit the height of buildings to the height of the stadium that happens to be there, but also relate them to the 
height of the natural bush around there so that they do not exceed two to three times the height of the tallest trees 
in the area.  We should actually start integrating the urban design.  We should consider adopting environmental 
design themes, including colour themes and material codes.  The visual appearance should be integrated and 
screening and buffering provided to ensure people have privacy and the new development does not impact on 
surrounding urban areas but, rather, provides an appropriate visual landscape. 

That is the kind of thinking that informed discussion by the Greens on the Perry Lakes redevelopment proposal.  
Having taken it back to first principles about good urban design, we should then see how we can put into statute 
these concepts of energy efficiency, native forest retention and pedestrian-friendly urban designs.  We should 
consider putting those concepts into code.  That is the importance of this house of review, as none of that stuff is 
included in code in the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Bill.  None of the safeguards for sustainable development is 
embedded in the legislation.  It is unfortunate that the Greens have had to push the government on its own 
sustainability agenda to actually put into statute the high principles that are laid out in the sustainability agenda.  
However, it is right and proper that in this controversial community development proposal those good principles 
of people-friendly urban design be incorporated into the statute. 

As I said, the Greens are interested in cutting through some of the myths and innuendo in this debate, but also in 
getting through to community consensus.  There is no doubt that the Town of Cambridge could have 
implemented some of these redevelopments.  However, by having gone through this debate in the state’s 
Parliament, we believe that we have been able to negotiate better standards and better principles for design in the 
public interest and in the long-term interest of Western Australians.  The Greens will support an amended bill 
that incorporates those principles. 

I return to the mission statement that guided our thinking in finding a resolution to these issues; that is, in 
resolving the Perry Lakes planning and development issues in a timely way, with full consideration of all 
community expectations, local environmental issues, and economic and commercial realities, and for the long-
term benefit of the people of the Town of Cambridge and the residents of Western Australia, both present and 
future.  We leave this part of the debate again with that vision.  Why could Perry Lakes not be one better than the 
Sydney Olympic Village?  We have a better site and we have far better bushland and urban infrastructure than 
Sydney had.  There is absolutely no reason that we could not reconstruct this debate around the positive concepts 
of sport, nature and the community, put them into statute, resolve the conflicts and move on. 

HON ANTHONY FELS (Agricultural) [10.55 am]:  I rise to speak against the Perry Lakes Redevelopment 
Bill 2005.  Although acknowledging the need for the timely development of new state sporting facilities - 
indeed, everyone would support such a building proposal - I stand opposed to the government’s proposed Perry 
Lakes Redevelopment Bill.  My main concern is about the autonomy of local governments and their ability to 
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determine local government planning issues in accordance with the wishes of their communities.  The bill sets a 
dangerous precedent. 

The effect of this bill could be likened to people being forced to grant the power of attorney to another person: 
they would retain ownership of their property, yet retain none of the control that normally co-exists with that 
ownership.  The Local Government Act 1995 grants local government authorities general competency powers, 
allowing them greater autonomy and flexibility in the management of their affairs and developments.  The act 
also charges local governments with the responsibility of providing good government for the people of their 
district.  I emphasise “district” as opposed to “state”, which is naturally the province of the state government.  
This is the crux of the problem: one tier of government is trying to balance the expectations of a second tier of 
government against the wishes and expectations of a community that the second tier of government has been 
elected to represent. 

The state government has an interest in the development of new facilities for athletics, basketball and rugby on 
the AK Reserve, and has determined that this will be paid for by the sale of land and housing redevelopment on 
Perry Lakes land.  The Town of Cambridge, which owns the land, has agreed to the development of sporting 
facilities in the town, but has disagreed with the state over the level of housing development.  Low-level 
development and minimal subdivision of the Perry Lakes land is the desire of residents in the Town of 
Cambridge.  I acknowledge the attendance of Councillor Huxtable of the Town of Cambridge at the debate last 
evening, and also Her Worship, the Mayor of Cambridge, Marlene Anderton, who is again in the President’s 
gallery today.  Councillor Huxtable wrote that if democracy in this state is to prevail, the Town of Cambridge 
must be allowed to develop its own land as it sees fit in fulfilling a state decree, and that if this does not occur, 
every town in Western Australia will in future be at risk of being similarly asset stripped by a ruthless state 
government intent on fulfilling its own agenda at any cost. 

Councillor Huxtable was elected at the local government elections held in May this year after campaigning on 
the Perry Lakes issue.  Councillor John Gow was similarly elected.  Indeed, the issue of the Perry Lakes 
redevelopment was a hot issue during that election.  The electors of the Town of Cambridge chose as their 
representatives those nominees who were against high-density development or any development.  The issue of 
contention is the density of housing development.  The Perry Lakes bill has no limit on the planned density of 
housing for the site, although I believe the government will be tempted to make it as dense and as high-rise as 
possible.  I note that the government now proposes a height limit of five storeys.  The land is freehold and owned 
by the Town of Cambridge; however, the actions of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure on a number of 
occasions have shown that she has scant regard for private property ownership and land rights, particularly for 
the owners of land in Bunbury and Guilderton.  More disturbing is the minister’s willingness to rezone land to 
avoid the payment of fair and just compensation to property owners for loss of property value.  In this instance 
the minister holds the urban deferred zoning card as her trump card, with which she can hold, and has held, the 
Town of Cambridge to ransom.   
The minister’s intention to use the Parliament to impose her will against the wishes of the residents of the Town 
of Cambridge further highlights her contempt.  As alluded to by Hon George Cash, she is using this Parliament 
to do all the dirty work of her government.  The Town of Cambridge council was re-elected in May with a strong 
mandate to preserve the Perry Lakes Stadium and to oppose the Labor government’s plan to demolish the 
stadium and to subdivide and sell the land.  Part of that expectation was that the council would contribute 
$20 million to the development of the new sporting facility at AK Reserve.  The two new councillors were 
elected on a platform of opposing the development of the Perry Lakes land.  They replaced two councillors who 
had supported this government’s position to allow Multiplex Constructions to take over the project.  It is 
interesting that those former councillors had also opposed the Perry Lakes redevelopment prior to the change of 
government in 2001 when the Liberal government wanted to build the facilities.  I understood that, at that stage, 
the Greens (WA) were also opposed to the redevelopment.  

It is not the state government’s responsibility to reclaim land for subdivision and redevelopment or to use the 
proceeds to fund new sporting facilities in WA.  The government should use some of its billion-dollar surplus to 
build such facilities right now.  The local ratepayers are opposed to this bill.  The land is presently parkland and 
used for public recreation.  It is an asset that was given as endowment lands for the benefit of residents and 
ratepayers.  The land is valued at about $189 million.  The state government has no right to take this land for the 
sake of providing $20 million towards the cost of the new sporting and athletics facilities.  This is a project for 
which the state government, not the local council, has responsibility.   

The Perry Lakes Stadium is a separate issue.  It would be better to leave it unzoned as public open space than to 
rezone it and extort $20 million for the government.  This bill is tantamount to corruption at government level 
and to the government’s fiddling with the rules to suit itself.  The government is seeking a kickback in return for 
planning approval.  Minister Alannah MacTiernan thinks that somehow the government is entitled to $20 million 
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in return for her decision to rezone the land from public open space to residential, high-density zoning.  The 
minister expects this bill to enable the Town of Cambridge to fund the entire cost of the sporting facilities.  It 
smacks of cronyism, corruption, deception and a greedy state government.  It is not appropriate for a state 
government to be involved in these projects except when a local government might be corrupt, incompetent or 
working against the wishes of the local ratepayers.  
What a coincidence that Multiplex, one of the biggest players involved in some of the biggest deals undertaken 
in the heady days of WA Inc, is involved in this process.  At one stage, the Town of Cambridge was at risk of 
using Multiplex to build the sporting complex without any financial benefit to the town.  In fact, it would have 
cost $30 million out of the total proceeds at no risk to Multiplex.  Given Multiplex’s recent track record and its 
history during Labor’s previous term in government, I wonder why Minister MacTiernan is rushing to seek the 
aid of Multiplex.  Does Multiplex provide the Australian Labor Party with a big donation?  I am very interested 
to know.   
If the council had decided that it was prudent to subdivide and develop the land, and ratepayers had considered 
that it was a prudent move, there would be no need for the state government to interfere.  The state government 
was very happy when Graham Burkett was on the council pushing for this development.  Graham Burkett is a 
good bloke.  Four years ago, like most of the other residents and ratepayers in the area, he was totally opposed to 
this development.  It is interesting that Graham Burkett and his supporters were the strongest opponents of the 
Liberal government’s plans to build a facility in conjunction with the Town of Cambridge.  However, since the 
change of government, he is all for development.  For whatever reason, the state government is dirty on the 
Town of Cambridge, but the council’s position is fully supported by the ratepayers.  Is this because of the strong 
personalities of key players - Mayor Marlene Anderton and former Deputy Mayor Graham Burkett - or is it just a 
matter of political interference in a local government by the Labor Party?  Or is it simply that the government 
wants to get its hands on the money for nothing? 

It is good when a government can raise money from land sales, but not when the land does not belong to the 
government.  I would prefer to see a project such as this funded from government land sales, not from funds 
derived from repossession of someone else’s land with scant compensation when the money it will raise should 
come out of taxpayer-funded revenue.  It is five years since the Labor government came to power and it is 
continuing to blame the Town of Cambridge for the delay in building these urgently needed facilities.  The 
former Liberal government had moved well down the track towards a joint venture with the Town of Cambridge.  
That joint venture proposed a fair return to the Town of Cambridge and would have meant that the facilities were 
built by now.  It is easy to blame the Town of Cambridge for holding up the development of those facilities.  
However, it is a poor excuse on which this government is relying to explain its own incompetence.  A Liberal 
government would not have forced a resumption of public open space, especially on freehold title, from a local 
authority simply to get its hands on money to fund the project.  The bill provides no guarantee of how much the 
Town of Cambridge will receive.  

I am pleased that the Greens intend to move amendments that will ensure a $50 million minimum return to the 
Town of Cambridge, but we do not know when that amount will be paid.  Also, the bill does not place a cap on 
the amount of money to be spent on the new facilities.  Given the government’s proposal to agree to the Greens’ 
amendment, expenditure could blow out to any amount.  If the government supports the Greens’ amendment, it 
should ensure that any additional cost of complying with those requirements are funded by the government.  

Why must this land revert from freehold title to crown land?  A private developer would have to undertake 
development using the existing titles.  This proposal smacks of a hidden agenda and seeks to avoid complying 
with the rules that are in place for everyone else to operate under.  This government is either corrupt or 
incompetent, or perhaps both.  This bill is an assault on local government and private landownership.  It is 
similar to Eric Ripper’s proposal mooted only three or four years ago to tax property worth more than $1 million, 
which would have impacted on suburbs such as Peppermint Grove, Dalkeith and others with expensive 
residential properties.  

In this case, the state government should build independent facilities where they are needed.  Perry Lakes is out 
of the way for most Western Australians.  I agree that, although Perry Lakes Stadium is a former world-class 
athletics facility, it has deteriorated and is now substandard.  Challenge Stadium is facing the same fate.  Will the 
government use some of the proceeds from these land sales to improve Challenge Stadium and maintain that 
facility?  I must also disclose a personal interest in that I own a property within a kilometre of the proposed area.  
In fact, I stand to benefit financially from the provisions of this bill and the facilities it will provide.  I am sure 
that the type of developments proposed at Perry Lakes will inflate the value of land in the surrounding areas.  In 
addition, I will have a world-class sporting facility on my doorstep, which I hardly need.  Probably the best 
sporting facilities in Western Australia are already within that town area.  Four Olympic swimming pools are 
within about five minutes of the Town of Cambridge; namely, the Claremont Aquatic Centre, Bold Park Aquatic 
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Centre, Beatty Park Aquatic Centre and Challenge Stadium, as well as the best beach in Australia, Floreat Beach.  
It is a tribute to the Town of Cambridge that Floreat Beach was awarded that honour again last year.  

The facilities that the state proposes be build from the sale of Perry Lakes land should be easily and readily 
accessible to as many people as possible.  I wonder whether the location in Claremont is the ideal location for 
that purpose.  This government is proposing to build these facilities in one of the least densely populated areas of 
Perth.  Why is that?  It does not have to spend its own money to do it.  It is not because we need another sporting 
facility in Claremont.   

It is far simpler to take the land off the Town of Cambridge.  Sure, the state government will give the Town of 
Cambridge $50 million, but it will use the rest of the money from the sale of that land to pay for what it should 
provide out of its own pockets.  Why build a new athletics track one kilometre from the ocean when the 
Fremantle doctor is renowned for its consistency every afternoon?  We are trying to build a world-class athletics 
facility that will hopefully facilitate the setting of sporting records.  When will a world-qualifying event ever be 
held at this site when the Fremantle doctor is likely to howl down the main straight during the 100-metre sprint?  
Will athletic events be held only first thing in the morning, before the Fremantle doctor arrives?  The facility will 
be built in this location because it lies within the endowment lands area, and this is the only way that the 
government will be able to use the proceeds from the sale of the land to build what it wants to build.  
The West Coast Eagles are located at Subiaco Oval and the Fremantle Dockers are located in Fremantle.  What 
about the sports lovers who live north, south and east of the city?  Why do only those who are fortunate enough 
to live in the western suburbs have access to our elite sporting culture and clubs?  The Perth Wildcats operate out 
of Challenge Stadium in Mt Claremont.  WA is 175 years old and we are replacing infrastructure in areas that 
were developed when the population of Perth was a quarter of its present size.   
I do not oppose these facilities being built; in fact, I fully support them.  This should be a priority of the 
government, especially when it is flush with money from the goods and services tax revenue, payroll tax, land 
tax and stamp duty and iron ore, gold, diamond and other mineral royalties.  The money keeps rolling in.  
However, the government does not like to spend its own money; it likes to get its hands on everybody else’s 
money.  Treasurer Eric Ripper loves to collect a surplus of $1 billion every year, even though expenditure by this 
government has increased by $3 billion over two years.  There has been a $4 billion increase in income.  The 
money is available for the government to build these facilities.  However, it has held up the project for five years, 
blaming this inaction on the Town of Cambridge not wanting to chip in more than $20 million to meet the cost of 
developing the new facilities.  The state government has failed the sports community because it is not capable of 
doing anything properly.  It has delayed the construction of this vital infrastructure because it does not want to 
pay for it.  This is opportunism and exploitation at its worst.  The Perry Lakes land was not given free to the 
Town of Cambridge; it had to forgo huge assets when the City of Perth was carved up.  It has been asked to 
maintain the Perry Lakes stadium, which is a failing, old facility, for the benefit of all Western Australians and 
not just local residents.  When the endowment lands area was created, residents of that area were protected by an 
act of Parliament.  The ratepayers paid for the Perry Lakes stadium, even though it was provided for the benefit 
of all Western Australians and to enable Western Australia to host the Empire Games.  The state should make a 
contribution to the Town of Cambridge for the use of those facilities by all Western Australians.  

The government was of the opinion that this project was beyond the ability of the Town of Cambridge to 
complete.  Why was that?  It was because the Town of Cambridge would not give the job of managing the 
subdivision and sale of the land to Multiplex.  The state government had no problem while Councillor Burkett 
had Multiplex on the agenda to undertake the development.  The Perry Lakes property was never rezoned for 
development, and the Town of Cambridge could not proceed until it was.  The minister performed a cunning 
stunt when she rezoned the land as urban deferred, which was typical of her disregard for local government.  The 
minister deliberately kept the zoning as urban deferred, and has hamstrung the local authority every step of the 
way.  She has played party politics in local government to have her way all the way.  The issue blew up when the 
council rejected the Multiplex management proposal for the subdivision.  This proposal would have cost the 
Town of Cambridge $30 million and Multiplex, as project manager, would not have carried any of the risk.  The 
risk would have remained with the Town of Cambridge.  Whatever the outcome, the Town of Cambridge should 
be praised for avoiding the dirty deal that was proposed with Multiplex.  Ratepayers threw out the Multiplex deal 
and overwhelmingly opposed the redevelopment in the recent May elections.  Most residents do not want any 
redevelopment of Perry Lakes.  It is not an issue about who is best to manage the development; people do not 
want any development, and certainly not a five-storey development, as is now proposed.  The minister’s 
response was to introduce an urgent bill to confiscate this asset, regardless of the views of the local community.  
If the government wants to do this, it should do it fairly and without dissent.  Why can the government not build 
what it wants?  I would have no objection to the government managing the construction of these facilities.  
However, the Town of Cambridge should be allowed to deal with the Perry Lakes land, which it owns.  It is 
quite capable of demolishing the current building once the new facilities are operating and to proceed with the 
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subdivision of the land.  Local councils do that all the time.  I believe that a deed has been proposed and 
endorsed by the council to guarantee that it will contribute an amount close to $30 million towards the cost of 
these facilities, given that they will be of use and benefit to the ratepayers within the town.  This sets a dangerous 
precedent for state government intervention in local government authorities.  There are more than 140 local 
government authorities in Western Australia, and this matter is a threat to their continued existence and 
independence.  Local government authorities should not be bullied by the state whenever it does not get its way.   

It is proposed that the new state facility be built on AK Reserve.  Under the bill, the government is offering 
$1.7 million in compensation.  That is a joke.  If I could find a lender, and I do not think it would be too difficult, 
I would be happy to purchase that land for $1.8 million.  AK Reserve would be a great site to buy for 
$1.7 million.  It would have to be the cheapest piece of land per square metre in Perth.  The government is again 
cheating ratepayers out of the true worth of the land.  The government has valued the land on the basis that it will 
be parkland forever and that it has no alternative use, yet the moment it gets its hands on the land, it will be able 
to do what it wants with it.  What is land that has unlimited use worth?  It would probably be worth $100 million, 
given the value of the Perry Lakes land across the road.  If a federal government did this, the commonwealth 
would be required to provide fair compensation on just terms, which is something that the state government has 
continually flouted.  The state government has totally disregarded property rights.  This is an attack on the rights 
of every property owner, not just the Town of Cambridge.  The government attempted four years ago to 
introduce a wealth tax, or envy tax, on every expensive property.  That idea was overturned by the federal leader 
of the Labor Party, who had a poor reputation in Western Australia and who was pursuing an election.  Voters do 
not like that sort of thing.  The bill provides no guarantee of how much the Town of Cambridge will receive.  
The government has conceded this point and will offer a minimum of $50 million, but this money should be paid 
up-front to avoid issues of indexation and what it might be worth down the track.  The government has plenty of 
money, but, again, it is too frightened to spend it.  I hope that Hon Giz Watson and Hon Paul Llewellyn 
recognise that they were elected to represent the residents of this area.  Whatever they propose by way of 
amendments to the bill, they should ensure that a fair result is achieved for the residents and ratepayers of the 
Town of Cambridge.  

The Wembley golf course is another wild card entry that has been brought into play.  Why has so much been left 
out of the bill and its schedule?  We must literally read the fine print of the bill to find out what it might be able 
to do.  Why make it so complicated when it could have been so simple?  Why will the land revert to crown land?  
We have not been reassured that the minister or a future minister will not be able to resume part or all of the 
Wembley golf course to facilitate the minister’s plan to extend Stephenson Avenue.  This is the thin edge of the 
wedge for councils everywhere.  I seek an assurance from the minister that the Wembley golf course will never 
be linked to this land or the bill.  Will we now see the government forcing the amalgamation of small local 
councils in Western Australia because it does not believe that local councils have got it right?  If passed, the bill 
will not speed up the development of the sporting facilities.  A new tender process must still be undertaken.   

It will still be two to three years before the facility is completed.  The fastest way to build this facility would be 
for the government to pay for it and get it done.  It should already be there.  I believe that a state athletics facility 
can be developed by the Town of Cambridge.  The Town of Cambridge could have developed the land in a way 
that would satisfy the desire of the residents of the Town of Cambridge to retain low-density housing that is 
compatible with what already exists there and in a way that would not undermine the environmental 
management of the town, would respect existing property planning requirements and would provide first-class 
sporting facilities.  The Town of Cambridge is not focused on maximising value from the sale of this land.  It is 
more interested in providing the facilities that are required, in keeping with what is already there, and not 
retaining a huge surplus.  The Town of Cambridge is happy to do sufficient development, in keeping with 
existing planning, and not to generate a super profit on high-density and high-rise land sales.  It would be happier 
to preserve the nature of the area than to get any more than $50 million.  The Greens (WA) should consider this.  
It is far more consistent with their policy, their views, their platform and what they stand for.   

This legislation will remove from the electors of the Town of Cambridge the ability to be involved in and to 
contribute to the planning of the area in which they live.  This legislation will also undermine the democratic 
processes of the Town of Cambridge and the ability of the elected members to fulfil their duty, and should cause 
alarm bells to ring in every local government throughout Western Australia.   

The minister has not addressed the possible heritage issues associated with demolishing the Perry Lakes 
Stadium, which was built for the 1962 Empire Games.  I understand that the Perry Lakes Stadium is still 
awaiting assessment by the Heritage Council.  Will the government face opposition from the Heritage Council?  
In such an event, will the government seek to override the Heritage Council? 

I cannot support this bill for a number of reasons.  The first is that it will not give fair value to the ratepayers and 
residents of the Town of Cambridge, who until now have had clear title to this land and have taken good care of 
this asset for the use of all Western Australians.  I hope that the Greens can see the hypocrisy of this bill and the 
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precedent that it will set for future governments, Labor and Liberal, to proceed carte blanche to override ordinary 
stakeholders in any way that they like.  A Liberal government would never think to act in such a devious way.  
The Greens are selling out their constituents if they support this bill, regardless of the amendments they want to 
incorporate.  I would like every government member of Parliament to stand for five minutes, or two minutes, if 
they like, and explain why they are supporting this bill. 

Finally, I will be interested to see how the Greens can justify supporting such a draconian bill under which the 
parklands and beautifully preserved environment on our city doorstep will be infiltrated and destroyed.   

HON BRUCE DONALDSON (Agricultural) [11.22 am]:  I oppose this bill.  I will not boil the cabbage twice, 
as the old saying goes, because I believe my opposition colleagues have spelt out loudly and clearly why, as an 
opposition, we oppose the bill, and they have given some very good and valid reasons for that.  I remind 
members that in the Court government’s first term of office, we split the City of Perth and created three towns.  I 
remember when Hon Alannah MacTiernan sat in this house.  Of course, she had been a City of Perth councillor.  
She opposed what we were doing.  She referred affectionately to what we were doing as the creation of three tiny 
towns.  That was her catchphrase throughout the whole debate.  I remember defending the split-up of the City of 
Perth at the time.  Quite frankly, I was a bit nervous about the outcome.  However, as it has turned out, those 
three tiny towns - that is, Cambridge, Victoria Park and Vincent - and the City of Perth have all gone from 
strength to strength.  It was one of the best things we ever did.   

The outlying parts of the City of Perth - the Town of Cambridge, in Wembley Downs, was a prime example - felt 
that they were disfranchised because all the action was taking place in the City of Perth.  The issue of splitting up 
the assets of the City of Perth and the endowment lands, such as Tamala Park and all the associated land in the 
northern suburbs, became very much a part and parcel of that deal.  A great deal of money was set aside for 
those tiny towns to build very good administration centres, and all that happened.  The Town of Cambridge was 
left with endowment lands.   

This bill represents an abuse of the Parliament as we know it today.  I refer members to the supplementary notice 
paper.  I could use bureaucratic-speak.  The process involved with this bill could be considered to be a process 
that will have deferred success, as the old saying goes; in other words, it is a stuff-up.  At first glance, the 
government could not even get right where the land would be excised etc.  It has been a long, ongoing saga.  
However, I can say one thing: governments are there to help, not hinder, communities.  Local government has a 
responsibility and a duty to provide good governance for its community and to provide the necessary 
infrastructure to ensure that the people who live in its community have a good quality of life.   
Instead of taking this action, it is a shame that the government did not sit down with the Town of Cambridge in a 
more meaningful way and give it assistance.  I will draw an analogy with the Shire of Ravensthorpe.  As we all 
know, BHP Billiton has a nickel refinery and mine in Ravensthorpe.  That created a huge number of headaches 
for a small local authority such as Ravensthorpe.  The Court government gave assistance to the Shire of 
Ravensthorpe in its early days.  I am very pleased that the present Gallop government has continued that process 
to help the shire.  Planning and residential development are needed in not only Ravensthorpe but also Hopetoun, 
Bremer Bay and Esperance.  All those places come into the equation.  However, Ravensthorpe council was the 
one that needed help.  That help has been given by way of planners and general consultancy services to assist 
that small council to overcome the difficulties and the pressures that it was experiencing.   
I am probably more disappointed about the Western Australian Local Government Association itself.  It is unlike 
me to criticise the association, because I was, after all, the first elected president of the association of local 
governments that brought all the country and metropolitan local governments together.  Therefore, I have always 
been very careful not to criticise, because one should never look back.  However, I thought that this was an issue 
that the association missed.  It is an issue that could have a great effect on local government across Western 
Australia; that is, the 142 mainland shires, towns or cities.  I believe the Western Australian Local Government 
Association should have been at the front leading the charge on this issue.  It could have gained itself a great deal 
of credibility.  I believe it missed something in representing its local authorities, because what this bill really 
means has been well spelt out. 

Another thing has worried me.  Anybody who reads the newspaper and listens to the radio would know that the 
present Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, who is the architect of this bill, is also the architect of threats to 
rezone the land involved in the Guilderton proposal from urban to rural - that land is on the south side of the 
Moore River - because the Plunketts are the proponents.   

From day one the Shire of Gingin made a mistake, because it took on board a consultant who previously had 
been a planner with Plunkett Homes.  It was a very bad error.  The council’s consultant should have been 
completely independent of the development.  A number of changes have been made to that development.  I did 
not like the first run at it in which access to public open space and the river was denied.  That was changed and 
the necessary setbacks were put in place.  One problem is a moving sand dune and if nothing is done to rectify 
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the situation, the river will be chopped in half, away from the mouth which is normally closed.  This sand dune 
continues to move.  An old saying is that one of the best ways to stabilise a sand dune is to build on it.  The 
minister is now intimating that she will rezone that particular land from urban back to rural, which will stop the 
development.  Members may ask why.  All of a sudden the skeletons start to fall out of the closet.  

The PRESIDENT:  Order, honourable member, you are a member of considerable experience and I know you 
are aware of standing order 97.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Yes, Mr President.  I was saying that the skeletons start to fall out of the closet.  
Unfortunately, in this case, integrity and credibility are in question. 

The PRESIDENT:  I am not trying to impede the honourable member’s speech; I am asking him to use 
appropriate care, bearing in mind standing order 97.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Thank you, Mr President, I take your advice.  However, an analogy can be 
drawn, and it is unfortunate that sometimes a government’s integrity or credibility is brought into question.  In 
this instance I have used the word “government”.  Whoever is responsible is something that members can work 
out in their own minds.  One can draw an analogy between what is happening today and what may happen into 
the future.   

I find it very hard to support something when I believe that this government is abusing the parliamentary 
process.  I will oppose the second reading of this bill.  I have no intention of supporting it at any stage.  
However, I will wait to see what amendments will be forthcoming and what will be accepted.  Unless the 
government is prepared to compromise in such a way as will satisfy the Town of Cambridge and its electors, I 
will continue to oppose this bill.   

I find it very difficult to accept legislation that abuses the very principles of what I believe the Parliament of 
Western Australia stands for.  I am sure there are members in this house, not only on this side, who are thinking, 
“What are we up to?  We should be there helping, not hindering.”  The government could have provided a lot of 
help, with a fair degree of determination, by spelling out to the Town of Cambridge what it expects from it and 
outlining what it is prepared to do to alleviate this situation and bring it to resolution.  It is far better to deal with 
issues that way rather than by using the parliamentary process.  It should be the absolute last resort for a 
government to use legislation to meet its own ends.   

I know my fellow colleagues have spelt out the issue very well, and I hope the Greens (WA) reflect on what is 
proposed in this Bill.  We will wait to see what comes out of the sausage machine.  Also, we await with interest 
the parliamentary secretary’s response to the questions that have been raised in this debate.  It is interesting to 
note that many years ago the parliamentary secretary was involved with the Western Australian Planning 
Commission.  I had a fair bit to do with the WA Planning Commission because as an associate commissioner I 
was called in when certain country issues were being considered.  I appreciated the input I was able to have.  The 
then minister was Bob Pearce and Bill McKenzie was in charge.  It was a good learning curve for me and I came 
to understand the Western Australian planning process.  I cannot remember any government doing what this 
government is proposing to do with this legislation.   

I oppose the bill and await with interest the parliamentary secretary’s comments.   

HON ADELE FARINA (South West - Parliamentary Secretary) [11.35 am]:  An amazing array of 
outrageous and unfounded claims have been made by members opposite about the Perry Lakes Redevelopment 
Bill 2005, particularly claims about a land grab in a process that was actually started by the opposition when it 
was in government.  I find that quite extraordinary.  A lot of allegations were made, and I do not intend to 
address all of them, otherwise we would be here all day, and many of them are not worthy of a response.   
Having said that, I thank members opposite for their contribution to the second reading debate on this very 
important bill.  I would particularly like to thank Hon Giz Watson and Hon Norman Moore, who have a genuine 
interest in this bill and have spent considerable time with me outside this house going through the bill in detail 
and working through various amendments that will be moved during the committee stage.  I also thank Hon 
Bruce Donaldson for not boiling the cabbage twice, even though it took him 25 minutes to do it.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  He enjoys cabbage.   

Hon ADELE FARINA:  That is fine. 

I will commence my remarks by addressing the question of the land that is proposed to be resumed from the 
Wembley golf course.  I find it extraordinary that so much confusion has arisen about the land that will be 
resumed, as it is outlined in the bill.   

Hon George Cash:  If you are surprised, why do you have so many amendments to clarify the issue?   
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Hon ADELE FARINA:  The member should give me a chance to come to that.   

Hon George Cash:  You always say that, but you never do come to that.   

Hon ADELE FARINA:  I gave the honourable member the courtesy of listening to him in silence.  I ask him to 
extend the same courtesy to me. 

A lot of questions have been asked about what effect this bill will have on lot 25, which is owned by the Town of 
Cambridge.  I have three sets of diagrams that I will table at the end of my response.  The plan I have in my hand 
is deposited plan 25810, which shows lot 25.  Three separate areas of land are identified in this lot.  The piece of 
land at the top of the diagram is the south-eastern portion of the Wembley golf course; the central portion is a 
vegetation strip that separates Bold Park Drive and Elphin Street; and the third portion shows the land that will 
be included in deposited plan 48234 as outlined in schedule 2 of the bill.  This southern portion of lot 25 is 
considered in the bill as two parts.  The first part is the section that links Underwood Avenue and Stephenson 
Avenue and it is currently constructed as a road.   

This diagram, which I have in my hand, has been produced to help members to understand what areas of land 
will be resumed by the government.  I have copies of this diagram and I will ask the attendants to distribute them 
so that members will know exactly what I am referring to.  Lot 25 consists of two main portions.  The top part of 
the area marked in blue at the bottom of the diagram shows Stephenson Avenue and Underwood Avenue and is 
referred to in the bill as the “Avenues land”.  That will become a dedicated road under the legislation.  Below 
that is another portion, also marked in blue, which is the remainder of that bottom portion of lot 25 and which 
will be amalgamated with lot 711 to become lot 713.  The small beige wedge on the diagram is lot 2, which is 
the lot identified in the deposited plan 48234 that forms schedule 2 of the bill.  The government is resuming all 
the land marked in blue, which is that beige portion of lot 25 that is being resumed; the portion in beige, lot 2, 
that is referred to in the bill; and lot 711.  All that land will be resumed.  The avenues land, which is marked red 
in the top part of the diagram, will be dedicated as the road and the remainder of the land will be amalgamated 
for lot 713.  I hope that that clearly clarifies the land to be resumed by the government.  The land shown in 
schedule 2 is the land being resumed in the bill for which the government is paying compensation of $1.7 million 
to the Town of Cambridge. 
The Wembley golf course complex and the south-eastern portion of it are shown in the larger deposited plan 
25810, which I initially showed.  The top portions are not being resumed under the bill; they cannot be resumed 
under the legislation, as is clearly set out in the definitions and clause 6 of the bill.  

Hon George Cash:  If you are not going to identify those plans, this is of no value at all.  You should call them 
attachment 1 and so on, so that in due course we know which ones we are talking about. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  Mr President, I would like to table deposited plan 25810, which shows lot 25 
comprising the south-eastern portion of Wembley golf course, a vegetation strip and that portion of lot 25 that is 
being resumed through the legislation. 

The PRESIDENT:  Is the parliamentary secretary proposing to seek leave to table a number of documents? 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  Yes. 

The PRESIDENT:  If the parliamentary secretary could identify them all, I will then put the question to the 
house. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  I also seek leave to table deposited plan 48234, which is the plan shown in schedule 2 
of the bill and clearly identifies that portion of land that is to be resumed by the government under the bill.  I also 
seek leave to table a diagram that has been prepared for the purposes of explaining to members exactly what 
pieces of land we are referring to: the avenues land, lot 713, which is that portion of lot 25 being resumed; lot 2 
which is being resumed; and lot 711 which is being resumed. 

Leave granted.  [See paper 1112.] 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  The legislation as it was drafted clearly defined those sites that were to be resumed 
under the bill.  However, questions have been raised and some confusion has resulted.  During the committee 
stage I propose to move an amendment to clause 6(2)(c) and consequently to clauses 8(1)(b) and 8(3)(b) that will 
confirm beyond any doubt that the only portion of lot 25 that is being resumed is the 1.5361 hectares, the eastern 
part of the southern most portion.  A further amendment to clause 6 will be proposed to add a new subclause (7) 
to further reinforce this point by making it clear that the balance of lot 25 - that is, the central and northern 
portions identified in that map - are not being resumed and do not need to be shown in deposited plan 48234, as 
provided for by regulations 5 and 6 of the Transfer of Land (Surveys) Regulations 1995.  A deposited plan 
showing all of lot 25 would be unnecessarily large and less easy to read and would further add to the confusion; 
hence, it has not been included.  In addition, to make it very clear, and in response to a request by the Greens 
(WA), the government will be moving an amendment to clause 3 to include a definition of the “AK 
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redevelopment area”.  Paragraphs (c) and (d) of that definition will make it clear that the AK redevelopment area 
cannot include any portion of lot 25 other than the resumed land described in clause 6(2)(c) and shown in 
schedule 2. 

In respect of the plans I tabled, the government has received advice from both the State Solicitor’s Office and the 
Registrar of Titles that the amendments proposed to clause 6 and the definition of the “AK redevelopment area” 
will confirm that only the southern-most portion of lot 25 is to be affected by this bill.  I reiterate that these 
amendments were not necessary because the land is clearly identified in the initial draft.  These amendments are 
being made to be sure, to be sure and to put beyond doubt any of the confusion that has resulted in the 
community. 

Questions have also been raised about the Stephenson Highway reservation.  This remains in the metropolitan 
region scheme at present.  The construction of Stephenson Highway east of Empire Avenue has never been 
included in any works program.  The forecast traffic growth does not warrant the construction.  The area affected 
by the Perry Lakes amendment is over one kilometre from the Stephenson Highway reservation.  The 
Department for Planning and Infrastructure has commenced a further investigation into the need for Stephenson 
Highway.  The work will include liaising with the relevant government stakeholder agencies, including the Town 
of Cambridge, the City of Stirling, Main Roads and the Botanic Gardens and Park Authority; a review of 
available traffic information in order to more fully understand the impact of the existing road network if the 
southern section of Stephenson Highway were not to be constructed; and consideration of whether one or more 
existing routes would require designation as other regional roads in the metropolitan region scheme if the 
southern section of Stephenson Highway reservation were deleted.  The outcome of these investigations is 
expected by the end of 2006 and will be a firm recommendation on the future of the Stephenson Highway 
reservation in the metropolitan region scheme.  To summarise, this bill has nothing to do with the Stephenson 
Highway and does not impact on it at all.  However, quite separately to this process, a review is being 
undertaken and we should have the results of that review by the end of the year.   

In respect of the returns to be made to the Town of Cambridge, much has been said about the Town of 
Cambridge being better off if it were to develop the Perry Lakes land itself or if it were to proceed with the 
Multiplex tender.  It is very difficult for us to make the comparisons with the results of these options when we do 
not have access to the Multiplex tender.  I am not suggesting that we should have access, because obviously 
certain commercial confidentiality issues are associated with it, but it makes a direct comparison very difficult.  
The business plan of the Town of Cambridge, which was released for public comment, is based on the tender by 
Multiplex that involves the sale of 261 lots and provides for 11 per cent public open space.  On that basis, the 
Town of Cambridge is looking at a gross return of about $110 million, which includes an escalation index.  The 
result of this would be the redevelopment of the whole of the Perry Lakes land site.  This is the gross return from 
which we would need to deduct the costs.  Based on the Town of Cambridge’s quantity survey in 2001, which 
provides an indexation value to 2004, the cost of the sporting facilities is about $20 million.  In addition, 
$5.7 million must be added to pay for the state government’s portion of the athletics stadium to raise it from a 
regional facility to a state-standard facility.  In 2005 the Department of Sport and Recreation commissioned 
Rider Hunt to undertake a detailed quantity survey based on the Town of Cambridge brief for the sporting 
facilities that was provided as part of the tender process.  It is stated that the cost of the sporting facilities is 
$38 million, which includes the state government’s contribution.  Allowing for the escalation index and 
contingency and design costs, a figure of $56 million has been allowed for in the government’s costings.  It is 
important to highlight the differentiation.  The difference between the costings of the Town of Cambridge and 
the costings of the Department of Sport and Recreation for the sporting facilities is due to a number of factors.  
Firstly, the costings of the Town of Cambridge were produced in 2001 and an index was provided to arrive at the 
2004 figure.  Therefore, the estimate of the index rate may be underestimated.  On the other hand, the costings of 
the Department of Sport and Recreation were produced in 2005.  Also, I understand that the costings of the 
Town of Cambridge were produced before its tender documents for the sporting facilities were prepared.  As a 
result, there could be some variance, which means we may not be comparing apples with apples.  Secondly, the 
costings of the Town of Cambridge do not include escalation indexed to the date of construction or any 
contingency or design costs.  The business plan of the Town of Cambridge estimates that the development costs, 
which include finance, sales, marketing and taxes such as the goods and services tax and stamp duty, would be 
about $15 million for the development.  Anyone who is involved in the development industry would have to 
agree that that is an underestimation of the type of costs that will be involved with this project.  In comparison, 
the government’s estimate of development costs ranges from between $38.6 million to just over $50 million, 
depending on which of the models is used. 

The government has undertaken some modelling on the returns through LandCorp and an independent valuer, 
Egan National Valuers (WA).  The modelling has been produced on two different analyses of the number of lots 
to be provided and also with and without the sustainability measures requested by the Greens (WA).  There is a 
clear difference in those figures.  An additional $5 million is to be paid into the maintenance fund that was not 
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included in the Town of Cambridge’s figures.  The figures provided by the Town of Cambridge in its business 
plan show a gross return of about $110 million.  Some $20 million must be deducted for the cost of the sporting 
facilities on top of its assessment of the development costs of $15 million.  That results in a return of 
$75 million.  A further $5 million must be deducted for the maintenance fund, which brings the return down to 
$70 million.  However, this does not include indexation for the escalation of the costs of building the sporting 
facilities to the date of construction.  The development costs do not include selling and advertising, project 
management and a number of other factors. 

I turn now to the gross return figures of the Town of Cambridge and the government’s estimates of the costs.  
We are looking at a gross return of $110 million.  The government estimates the cost of the sporting facilities is 
$56 million, although we concede that it may be less than that because contingency costs are built into that 
figure.  Therefore, the lowest estimate of the development costs is $38.6 million.  That would result in a return of 
$15.4 million, from which $5 million for the maintenance fund must be deducted, which leaves $10.4 million.  
Although people have been bandying around a figure of a $150 million return to the Town of Cambridge, that is 
a gross return and does not take into consideration all the development costs that must be factored into the 
project.  The gross return figures on the various models performed by the government estimate that the gross 
return to the Town of Cambridge will range from between $145.4 million to $192 million, depending on which 
model is used.  The net return, which includes the deduction of all the costs, ranges from between $48.6 million 
to just over $87 million, which is a considerably greater return to the Town of Cambridge than the Town of 
Cambridge would get under its own model.  In addition, the government will move an amendment during the 
committee stage to guarantee a return to the Town of Cambridge of $50 million.  Even if the government’s 
figures have been miscalculated and are more generous than they turn out to be, which I think is unlikely given 
the land price escalation we have seen recently, the government is guaranteeing a return to the Town of 
Cambridge of $50 million.  On top of that, under the government’s model the community will benefit from 
15 per cent of the land being set aside as public open space, as opposed to the Town of Cambridge’s model, 
which provides 11 per cent public open space.  When making a comparison between the two models and 
assessing whether the Town of Cambridge will be better off, we must ensure that we look at all those factors so 
that we are making a fair and true comparison. 

Much has been said about the government not resuming the Perry Lakes land under parts 7 and 8 of the Land 
Administration Act. 

Hon George Cash:  Parts 9 and 10. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  I thank the member.  This is a very unusual situation that the government has not seen 
before and hopes it does not see again.  However, the government is genuinely trying to ensure the best possible 
outcome for the Town of Cambridge in this process.  The structure that has been adopted replicates as closely as 
possible the substance of the agreement made between the government and the Town of Cambridge in 2002 
when the land was rezoned as urban deferred.  Instead of acquiring the land at its current in globo value from the 
Town of Cambridge, which we understand from its business plan is costed at about $50 million, the government 
is taking on the role of developer but is returning the net proceeds of the development to the Town of 
Cambridge.  The government is deducting only the development costs less half the expected maintenance costs 
of $5 million for the athletics stadium over a 20-year period.  In addition, the government is acquiring the AK 
Reserve land up-front at $1.7 million, which is the upper range of the Valuer General’s estimate of the land, 
given it is zoned parks and recreation and that a strategically situated portion of road reserve that is owned by the 
state forms part of the AK Reserve land.  All these provisions are expected to work to the benefit of the Town of 
Cambridge.  In the government’s view, this represents a very good deal for the Town of Cambridge, under which 
the government is assuming all the risk while the Town of Cambridge enjoys the returns.  As I stated earlier, 
during the committee stage the government proposes to move an amendment that has come about largely as a 
result of discussions with Hon Norman Moore and Hon Giz Watson; that is, to provide a guarantee to the Town 
of Cambridge of $50 million in funds and/or land equivalent from the Perry Lakes redevelopment.  This will be 
achieved through a proposed amendment to clause 4.  I reiterate that the government is acting in good faith on 
this legislation.  The amendment proposing to guarantee a $50 million return to the Town of Cambridge is being 
made in good faith, and will hopefully address some of the criticism directed against the government; namely, 
that it is building super-expensive sporting facilities without returning anything to the Town of Cambridge as a 
result.  That is not the intention of the government and never has been.  

Questions have been asked about what the sporting facilities will entail, and where they are to be located.  The 
exact location of the sporting facilities will be determined once we reach a more detailed planning stage, and 
after geotechnical and feature surveys of the AK Reserve and the potential areas on the University of Western 
Australia and adjacent land have been undertaken.  The draft redevelopment plan will then go through the 
required consultation as outlined in the bill.  As a result, at this stage the government cannot be definite about the 
final siting of the facilities.  However, I can make the following comments.  It is envisaged that the basketball 
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stadium would most likely be sited on the cleared area of the AK Reserve land.  The athletics stadium is 
envisaged to take up part of the AK Reserve and part of UWA and Main Roads land south of the AK Reserve.  
Although UWA has indicated its support, the final location will be determined only after negotiation and 
agreement with UWA.  As a result of the vegetation corridor on the AK Reserve and the proposed amendments 
to the bill that seek to protect that vegetation corridor, it is unlikely that the rugby fields will be able to be located 
on the AK Reserve land.  Two sites south of the AK Reserve land are possible locations for the rugby playing 
fields.  However, before a site is defined, a draft redevelopment plan needs to be released, and the government 
will need to undertake further negotiations and discussions with UWA and other stakeholders and landowners in 
the Mt Claremont sports precinct, and undertake more detailed planning.  Those remarks provide just a general 
indication of what is being proposed.   

Questions have also been asked about the amendment of the local government boundaries, because the UWA 
land being considered for part siting of the stadium is not Town of Cambridge land.  The land is actually located 
in the adjoining local government area.  The government wants to make it very clear that nothing in this bill 
proposes to amend the local government boundaries.  The government’s position is that there is no intention to 
do that, but, if it becomes necessary to consider it at some future point, the government would go through the 
normal processes outlined in the Local Government Act 1995 for the amendment of local government 
boundaries.  This involves referral to the Local Government Advisory Board and consultation with the local 
governments in question, as well as public consultation.   

A good point has been made about City of Nedlands residents being affected by the development.  The 
government believes that with the involvement of the state, there will be a greater ability for these residents to be 
consulted than if the project were undertaken totally by the Town of Cambridge.  Questions were also asked 
about the timing of the construction of the new facilities.  I confirm that adequate provision will be made to 
ensure that the sporting groups using the current facilities will be able to continue their sports during the 
construction and demolition processes.  Some of the facilities will not be demolished until the new facilities are 
constructed, and other sporting groups may make use of alternate facilities during construction.  These details are 
yet to be finalised.  However, the government gives an undertaking that the sporting groups will be 
accommodated throughout the process. 

A question has also been raised about a cap on the cost of construction of the sporting facilities.  I understand 
that during the committee stage, Hon Norman Moore may move an amendment to provide for this. 

Hon Norman Moore:  We will; in case there is any doubt. 

Hon ADELE FARINA:  The government does not support a cap on the cost of the sporting facilities, because it 
believes that it has already placed a restraint on government expenditure by guaranteeing a $50 million return to 
the Town of Cambridge by way of funds and/or land.  This is a sufficient restraint, especially when one looks at 
the expected returns from the development.  It is also important to note that the government will need to enter 
into the contracts for the construction of the sporting facilities before the land sales begin.  The government will 
need to be prudent with the funds it spends for the sporting facilities to ensure that there is at least $50 million in 
funds or land available to be returned to the Town of Cambridge.  Therefore, the restraint is already there. 

Another reason the government does not wish to cap the cost is that because of the vegetation corridor on AK 
Reserve, not all the facilities can be wholly or partially sited on the AK Reserve land, so there may be some 
additional site costs associated with siting one or more of the facilities elsewhere in the redevelopment area.  
Until this land is identified, surveys are conducted and detailed planning is undertaken, we will not know 
whether these costs will be adequate, although I suspect that with the contingency factor built into those costs 
that it should not be a problem. 

The next question relates to exactly what is proposed.  Hon Ray Halligan asked a question about what the 
redevelopment of Perry Lakes will look like to the residents already there.  The government’s proposal is to have 
15 per cent public open space.  It is proposed that the outer rim of the Perry Lakes land - where there are a lot of 
trees, including some tuart trees - will be protected.  Residents will actually see a vegetation corridor and then 
the land will start to drop away.  It is very likely that that is all they will see.  There will not be much change to 
the streetscape at all.  The government will move amendments to the bill in respect of the vegetation corridor on 
the AK Reserve land to ensure that it is conserved and enhanced, and it is also hoped that this will have a 
significant impact on the biodiversity of the area.  Landscape planning around the facilities will be sympathetic 
to the existing vegetation corridor, with a focus on retaining and enhancing the bushland corridor.  Any other 
landscaping will focus on indigenous species that are water wise.  The government proposes to move 
amendments during the committee stage to clause 27(4) especially to address this, and also to clause 27(3)(b). 

Much has been said about the density and height of the development.  The minister has given an undertaking that 
the development adjacent to Alderbury and Brookdale Streets will be in sympathy with the existing built form.  
It is envisaged that the redevelopment plan will require a graduation of densities ranging from the lowest near 
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the existing urban fabric and residential areas to higher densities at the furthest point from the existing built 
form.  There will be lower densities close to the existing built form, in addition to the vegetation corridor, and 
increasing densities as the land slopes away.  The government’s proposed amendment to clause 27(3)(d) will 
provide that no building will be more than five storeys above the existing level of the ground on which the 
building is built.  The highest point of the existing stadium roof, which I am told is 23.5 metres Australian height 
datum but is still subject to survey, is the equivalent of approximately a five-storey building developed above the 
car park level.  I understand that if the car park level is included, it is about six storeys.  It is envisaged that any 
development of this kind will be located in the south-west portion of the site.  It will not be a blanket five-storey 
height right across the site.  The government reiterates that there will be a graduation of density from the built 
form, so that blanket height simply will not happen.  The aim will be to achieve a wide range of housing types 
and sizes, and this will provide an alternative housing option for people in the local area who wish to stay in the 
area but who may not be able to or may not wish to remain in their large houses on large blocks.  As part of this 
process, the government will require accommodation for seniors to be provided on the site. 

On the issue of public housing, the government will not give or sell at a reduced rate land from the Perry Lakes 
stadium land to any government agency for the purposes of public housing.  If any land is purchased by 
government agencies for housing, it will be bought at market value.  This is because the government views the 
Perry Lakes stadium land as beneficially belonging to not the government but, rather, the Town of Cambridge.   

On the matter of public transport, there will be suitable public transport links to both sites.  The public transport 
issue will be addressed in detail at the time of the preparation of the redevelopment plans for the sporting 
facilities and the Perry Lakes land.  The increased population as a result of housing on the Perry Lakes land and 
the integration of the new sporting facilities with the existing sporting complex should result in increased 
patronage and an opportunity to create new bus services and increase the frequencies of the existing services.  
Cycling and pedestrian accessibility also will be an important consideration when formulating the redevelopment 
plans.  A question was asked about a light rail link.  This would require a high capital and operating cost 
compared with the cost of buses.  The responsible minister has committed to plan for a light rail link between 
East Perth and Subiaco.  The government will ask consultants to undertake a study on the feasibility of such a 
rail link in the near future, and it will be managed by the Department for Planning and Infrastructure.  We will 
look at that proposition, but the proposal at this stage is to increase bus services to the area.   

Questions were asked about environmental considerations.  The government takes the environmental 
considerations of town planning very seriously.  In this bill, the government has provided for the Environmental 
Protection Authority to require a formal environmental review of the redevelopment plans if environmental 
issues warrant such an assessment.  The review process will be essentially the same as that to which a town 
planning scheme amendment would be subjected.   

On the issue of community consultation, yes, the government will undertake extensive community consultation 
throughout this process.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure has previously given this commitment.  
There will be a two-stage community consultation process for the Perry Lakes land.  The first stage will be a 
charrette or an inquiry by design process, or a similar local community engagement process, to get ideas from 
the community within the vicinity about the redevelopment plan and the future of the site.  People from both the 
Town of Cambridge and the City of Nedlands areas adjacent to the redevelopment areas will be involved.  After 
the first stage of consultation, the draft redevelopment plan for the Perry Lakes land will be prepared by the 
Western Australian Land Authority, and, at that stage, the second or more formal stage of consultation provided 
under part 3 of the bill will commence.  The draft redevelopment plan will be referred to the Town of Cambridge 
and the City of Nedlands for comment prior to the formal advertising, generally for public comment.  There may 
also be a community consultation process through the Environmental Protection Authority assessment process.  I 
can assure the local community that it will have a strong say in the redevelopment of the Perry Lakes land. 

Questions have been asked about why the government is considering selling more than 70 lots when the Town of 
Cambridge was going to sell only 70.  The town has not provided any evidence that the sale of 70 lots would 
fund this project.  It had not been able to demonstrate that prior to the call for tenders for a redevelopment 
partner.  The proposal it was considering accepting from Multiplex involved the development and subdivision of 
261 lots.  I am not sure where the figure of 70 lots has come from.  I doubt whether the development of 70 lots 
would be sufficient to cover the costs associated with the sporting facilities and the redevelopment costs, and 
also provide the necessary public open space. 

Other general matters raised included the Riding for the Disabled Association.  I concur with Hon Peter Collier’s 
comments about the valuable and important role the association plays in the community and the amazing work it 
does with disabled children.  It is an important community group and the government will ensure that it is 
suitably relocated.  Exactly where and when has not been decided, as a redevelopment plan will need to be 
drafted and released for public comment before a final decision can be made.  However, Department of Sport 
and Recreation officers have met with the group on several occasions to develop an understanding of the issues 
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associated with the relocation of the group.  In addition, the chief of staff of the former Minister for Sport and 
Recreation has met with the group and has toured the site.  The group is keen to relocate provided that does not 
impact on its main operating season.  Further meetings are planned with the group in coming weeks.  Although 
the exact relocation site is not known, discussion and negotiation are being undertaken and sites are being 
considered that would meet the requirements of the group. 

Questions have also been asked about whether it is possible to return some land to the Town of Cambridge.  I 
can confirm that clause 46 of the bill provides for funds to be returned to the Town of Cambridge.  In addition, 
clause 9(1) provides for land to be returned to the Town of Cambridge. 

I was asked how long the redevelopment plan would take to complete.  We anticipate that the plan will take less 
than a year and that all borrowings will be repaid on the completion date.  That is a requirement under clause 47 
of the bill.  A member asked whether the funds returned to the Town of Cambridge can be used to the benefit of 
all the residents of the Town of Cambridge.  I can confirm that that is the case.  Clause 53 removes the land in 
question from the Cambridge Endowment Lands Act 1920, which enables the funds to be used throughout the 
whole of the Town of Cambridge.  On the question of the deed of agreement - the memorandum of 
understanding - the Town of Cambridge may have indicated an intention to develop the deed of agreement with 
a range of stakeholders but, after initial discussions with the state, adopted a position that the state could manage 
all the issues.  The Department of Sport and Recreation advises that discussions with stakeholders, including the 
University of Western Australia and sporting groups, indicate that it had received no suggestion from the town 
than any preparation of an agreement had commenced, although many had indicated a desire for an agreement in 
order to understand the arrangements that will be put in place.   

A memorandum of understanding has been prepared and presented to the minister.  It is understood - this is what 
I am told; I do not have first-hand knowledge of this - that the draft MOU was developed without being 
adequately and comprehensively understood or considered and debated by the council of the Town of 
Cambridge.  Therefore, there are some questions about that MOU.  As I said earlier, the minister has received a 
letter from the Mayor of the Town of Cambridge dated 28 November.  The letter contains a copy of a similar 
draft MOU, and an opinion from Deacons, the legal advisers to the Coastal Ward Ratepayers Association.  
However, it is interesting that in 2002 the Town of Cambridge wrote to the minister advising that it had resolved 
not to proceed with a MOU.   

I need to make some comments about the draft MOU that has been circulated.  The draft MOU provides for the 
development of the sporting facilities to take place over the AK Reserve land and the avenues land.  This would 
entail the closure of both Stephenson Avenue and Underwood Avenue.  The government would not support such 
a proposition.  Also, a lot has been said about the fact that the Town of Cambridge is supportive of proceeding 
with this project and building the sporting facilities.  However, it is important to note that under the MOU the 
Town of Cambridge proposes not to build the sporting facilities but rather to hand $20 million to the state and 
leave it to the state to build the sporting facilities.  That is contrary to the position previously taken by the Town 
of Cambridge, because it had previously undertaken that it would build the sporting facilities.  The MOU also 
places a cap on the amount of money that the Town of Cambridge would provide towards the building of those 
facilities.  That cap is based on cost estimates that I have already shown to be somewhat flimsy.   
Hon Murray Criddle asked a question about the borrowing capacity of the Town of Cambridge.  I will read from 
the Town of Cambridge minutes of 26 July 2005, which address this issue -  

Due to the Treasurer no longer approving local government finance, WATC has reviewed its credit 
policy for lending to local governments, this is to ensure that the WATC remains prudent with its 
lendings and the WATC will only advance to a local government once it is satisfied the borrowing will 
not place financial stress on the local government.  This policy requires local governments to ensure 
that certain financial ratios remain below specified limits.  The following ratios are used to determine 
the limits on the WATC’s credit policy:- 

•  Debt Service Ratio not exceeding 10%; and 

•  Gross Debt to Revenue Ratio not exceeding 60%;  

for the:  
•  immediately preceding financial year; 
•  the current financial year; and  
•  following financial year. 

Debt Service Ratio means -  
Debt Service Cost 
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Available Operating Revenue  
Gross Debt to Revenue Ratio means - 

Gross Debt  
Total Revenue 

The average debt over the life of the project is approximately $17 million, with a maximum debt of 
$38.5 million as detailed in the Cash Flow Model.  Total interest in the Cash Flow Model is 
$4.5 million, this averages $1.1 million per annum.  The Council has borrowed $2.8 million to fund the 
replacement of irrigation at the Golf Complex and has a short term facility up to $12.5 million for the 
Kalinda Drive/The Boulevard land development.  These amounts must be taken into account when 
considering the Town’s debt servicing ability under the WATC credit policy.  Taking into account the 
proposed short term facility for Perry Lakes at $40 million the Town’s gross debt will be $55.3 million 
with average debt service cost of $1.5 million per annum. 
. . .  
The WATC credit policy outlines that where the ratio exceeds the thresholds above, - 

They were described -  

any lending may only be made with the prior approval of the WATC Board.  The Board may request 
any additional information required to substantiate the ability of the Town to service the debt. 

As the Gross Debt to Revenue Threshold exceeds the WATC Credit Policy there will be a requirement 
to seek WATC Board approval to any additional borrowing.  Therefore it is important that the approval 
for the loan borrowings be sought immediately. 

Clearly there would be a problem with the ability of the Town of Cambridge to service any debt borrowings to 
fund the development of the Perry Lakes sporting facilities.  Therefore, we go back to the situation in which the 
redevelopment of the Perry Lakes site is absolutely critical to fund the development of the sporting facilities.  It 
is questionable whether the Town of Cambridge would be able to advance moneys for building these sporting 
facilities without the redevelopment of the Perry Lakes land. 
Many members have referred to the advice from Deacons, solicitors, that was provided to the coastal ward 
councillors and the council.  I do not agree with all the advice contained in that legal opinion; much of it was 
based on the initial draft of the bill.  Clearly the proposed government amendments were not made available to 
the solicitors in preparing their opinion.  However, we believe that all the issues raised in the correspondence 
from the Coastal Ward Ratepayers Association in the Town of Cambridge requiring attention based on Deacons’ 
legal opinion have been adequately dealt with in the bill or in the proposed amendments.  I therefore do not 
propose to go into more detail on that matter. 
I now turn to the last issue that I propose to deal with today; that is the question that Hon Norman Moore posed 
when speaking on the bill.  Hon Norman Moore asked that the minister reassess this matter with a view to not 
proceeding with the legislation at this time but allowing for further discussions between the government and the 
Town of Cambridge over the Christmas period; and that, if agreement cannot be reached, the government 
consider resuming the land under the Land Administration Act and paying the council $54 million compensation 
up front and then going ahead with the sporting facilities and the residential development on Perry Lakes land.  I 
put the question to the minister, and the government is of the view that further negotiations with the Town of 
Cambridge would be unproductive and that time is now of the essence to bring this matter to resolution.  The 
government has attempted to negotiate with the Town of Cambridge, suggesting a number of different solutions 
over a considerable time.  In fact, the minister continued to negotiate with the Town of Cambridge after making 
the decision to draft the legislation.  It is, therefore, very clear that every attempt has been made and every last 
go provided.  The community expects a resolution of this matter, the bill provides this and the government 
intends to proceed with the bill.  Therefore, on that basis, I ask that the bill be read a second time. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 
 


