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METROPOLITAN REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY BILL 2011 

Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [5.13 pm]: Before question time, I was referring to a letter from the 
Western Australian Local Government Association to the minister that lists, over a number of pages, its quite 
extensive range of concerns with the bill. WALGA raises in its concerns the lack of clarity that will result from 
the passage of this bill and the scheme that this bill will establish, the insufficient separation of the planning 
functions from the developer functions that the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority will have, and the 
overlap of that planning function with functions of the Western Australian Planning Commission or the removal 
of the powers that the WAPC currently has to the redevelopment authority for the redevelopment area. Of 
course, as I mentioned earlier, that redevelopment area is unknown and unspecified and could be as broad as the 
whole of the metropolitan area. There are great concerns in local government about the implications that that will 
have for the long-term planning by local governments for areas within their boundaries. 

The bill provides for the redevelopment authority to establish development schemes for the redevelopment area. 
That will override the local planning laws that currently exist in that redevelopment area and also the 
metropolitan region scheme. Quite a significant power of veto will be handed to the redevelopment authority. 
The implications of that are really quite significant for a range of reasons. First of all, we do not know what those 
areas will be and we will not know the extent of those powers until the regulations are proclaimed, which raises a 
whole lot of uncertainty and lack of clarity for local government and also for landowners in the metropolitan 
area. The other aspect is that that area of responsibility currently sits with the WA Planning Commission. Under 
this bill, the minister has the power to consult the WA Planning Commission for it to provide comment on any 
scheme that is prepared by the redevelopment authority. However, what is not clear is just how much scope there 
really will be for the WA Planning Commission to provide comment, how much time it will be provided with 
and whether, as is often the case, that comment can simply be ignored. That creates some concern about the 
impact of the bill on the role of the WA Planning Commission and about the fact that this bill will result in a lack 
of clarity and certainty, especially when we understand that the redevelopment authority will have power outside 
a redevelopment area. It could impact on areas adjacent to the redevelopment area, adding to the level of 
uncertainty that will result from this bill being passed. 

The other aspect of the bill is that when the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority has completed the 
redevelopment and the land is transferred back to the local government, a range of matters will need to be dealt 
with. The bill lacks any clarity about how those matters will be dealt with. For example, under clauses 33 and 35, 
the land will be transferred back into the planning scheme. This position can be changed in relation to particular 
developments or classes of developments by way of regulations. In reality, once the land has been subject to a 
redevelopment scheme, it cannot easily be transferred back into a planning scheme. The options available to a 
local government under its scheme may not provide for the types of uses and developments allowed under the 
redevelopment scheme, and a separate planning scheme may need to be created to continue the redevelopment 
provisions. The provisions of the bill do not give much guidance on this matter; therefore, there needs to be some 
direction on the manner in which the authority prepares for the transition back to the planning scheme in 
consultation with the local government. 

This is a huge concern because if the new scheme proposed by the redevelopment authority provides uses that 
are not within the local authority’s existing town planning scheme, that means some major modifications will be 
required to the local authority’s town planning scheme or the development of a new town planning scheme for 
that redevelopment area. There is no indication in the bill, or in the government’s policy on the bill, whether the 
government will fund the impost that will be imposed on local government. A quite significant impost will be 
imposed on local government without there being any indication of support provided by the state government for 
that process to be undertaken. Under the Planning and Development Act, a level of consultation also needs to be 
undertaken. There may also be a requirement for amendment to the metropolitan region scheme. How all of that 
will work is very unclear in the bill before us. I would be interested to hear from the minister how the 
government perceives that will happen and what level of support local government will be provided in handling 
that transition back to the local planning scheme. Of course local government is also very concerned that if 
redevelopment authorities establish uses that are currently not permitted within the town planning scheme 
without any consultation with local government, it may have implications for areas outside that redevelopment 
area and its town planning scheme through the expectation that has been created in the community. That is a 
legitimate concern for local government. The list of local government concerns goes on. Time will not allow me 
to go through them all. No doubt the minister will be able to get hold of the Western Australian Local 
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Government Association’s letter to the Minister for Planning and address those issues in her response to the 
second reading debate.  

Another issue I want to deal with is representation on the redevelopment authority board and the land 
redevelopment committees. Local government representation is provided for, but I was surprised to find out that 
it does not refer to elected representatives from local government. The definition under the existing bill is quite 
broad. It could be an employee of a local government authority, it could be someone who is an academic in local 
government administration or local government finance, or anyone very broadly dealing with local government. 
I find that really concerning. The government needs to provide an explanation for why it has not provided a 
provision in this bill consistent with the one that exists in the Planning and Development Act, which specifically 
refers to elected representatives of local government. WALGA will be provided the opportunity to present three 
names, or however many names it provides, and then the minister will select one of those names for the position. 
Elected representatives have a very different perspective on life in the local authority from an academic, or 
someone working in a specific area of local government. I would really like to understand from government why 
it is broadening that provision to non-elected representatives of local government. I think we should have elected 
representatives of local government, because anyone else could be picked up in any other position on those 
authorities or on the board. I would be very interested to hear the government’s explanation for that.  

With time running out, I want to again highlight some of the concerns that I have raised. The lack of consultation 
is a significant issue. This is a significant bill. It makes significant changes to the planning system as we know it 
in this state. It has significant ramifications for the role of the WA Planning Commission in planning approval 
processes for those redevelopment areas. Local government has not been consulted on these issues, although it 
has significant implications for local government, including forward and long-term planning of the areas within 
its boundary, consultation on the schemes developed by the redevelopment authority, and the transition back to 
local town planning schemes of the land that has been picked up through the redevelopment area. They are all 
significant issues of concern. The fact that the powers under this bill will extend beyond the redevelopment area 
to land adjacent to that area, and the implications that might have and the lack of certainty that will provide for 
local private landowners, is of significant concern.  

We have heard nothing from government as to why it has failed to consult with any relevant stakeholders and 
why this Parliament should consider a bill that is presented to this place without that consultation having been 
undertaken, particularly given the issues raised by Hon Sally Talbot and Hon Lynn MacLaren about the concerns 
that local government have, and the issues that I have raised. These are significant and legitimate issues that need 
to be addressed. Of course, private landowners are the silent people in this whole process because there has been 
no consultation with the broader community. As a result, private landowners who could potentially be affected 
have not had an opportunity to be consulted. We do not know their views because they are not easy to identify. 
They are in effect everybody who owns land within the metropolitan area, which is a large number of people. 
Trying to engage them at this point is very difficult. It is far easier to engage them when there is a bill that 
establishes a particular redevelopment authority for a particular area, which is not something we will look at in 
future if this bill passes.  

For the reasons that I have outlined—the concerns expressed by stakeholders who have some understanding of 
the bill, and my concerns about the lack of consultation to date and the fact that I am yet to receive answers to 
questions I asked at the briefings—I really believe that it is in the best interests of stakeholders affected by this 
bill, and for members of this house, to get a better understanding of the bill before we consider it. This bill 
should be referred to a committee for its consideration and report back to the house. As members know, there is 
no capacity for us in this place to undertake the sort of analysis that is required when we get a bill in the form we 
have on this occasion, when there has been no consultation, when answers to questions asked are still to be 
provided, and when the government’s second reading speech fails to address the policy of the bill. That is what 
the second reading speech is all about—it is about the policy of the bill. As members of this place, we have an 
obligation to understand the policy and purpose of bills before we pass them. We do not have an understanding 
of the policy of this bill from the second reading speech. All the second reading speech refers to is the content of 
the bill rather than the policy behind the bill. It fails to do what it is required to do. It is really important for us to 
explore all these issues that have been raised by WALGA and the various local authorities Hon Lynn MacLaren 
referred to, and some of the issues I have addressed—a whole lot of issues I do not have time to address. 
Therefore, this bill should be referred to a committee so that detailed analysis and consideration can be 
undertaken and a report can come back to the house. The house will then have an opportunity to consider those 
issues with the benefit of the analysis undertaken by the committee.  

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

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [5.28 pm] — without notice: I move — 

That — 
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(1) Order of the day 6, the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill 2011, be discharged and 
referred to the Standing Committee on Legislation for consideration and report not later than 
24 November 2011.  

(2) The committee is to inquire into and report on the policy of the bill.  

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [5.28 pm]: I will take one moment to remind the house of how we got to 
this stage. I am speaking in support of the motion moved by Hon Adele Farina. This motion of course is similar 
to the motion I moved near the end of the debate in the previous sitting period. I then withdrew that motion 
because the minister with carriage of the bill in this place had been called away on urgent parliamentary 
business. It seemed to me entirely reasonable to wait until she was here. I would like to make it very clear to the 
minister and her government colleagues that we on this side of the house very much want the opportunity to look 
in detail at this bill in committee. It is my firm belief, as I said during earlier debate, that we will come back to 
this house with a better bill. It is of course not our intention to hold up the bill at all. As I canvassed during the 
second reading debate, I can understand why the government sees a degree of urgency in passing this bill, 
because the act that governs one of the redevelopment authorities that will form part of the new Metropolitan 
Redevelopment Authority will lapse at the end of the year. Nevertheless, as I said at that time, it is not beyond 
our wit to put in some transitional provisions to cover that.   

Putting that to one side, the motion moved by Hon Adele Farina will clearly give this house time and opportunity 
to consider the report of the committee when it comes to this house. There will then be, of course, plenty of time 
at the end of the year when we can pass this bill through this place, and it can then wend its way to the Governor 
and be proclaimed in plenty of time for the government to stick to its original timetable. 

In my speech that led up to my moving the motion of referral a couple of weeks ago, I made some comments 
about the fact that the government really has, once again, let the side down when it comes to acting on its 
promise to conduct adequate consultation. Hon Lynn MacLaren read into the record a letter from Charlie 
Zannino, the Mayor of the City of Swan and a Swan Valley/Gidgegannup ward councillor. I have a copy of that 
letter. It was sent to Hon Linda Savage as the local upper house member for that area, and Hon Linda Savage 
kindly passed it on to me. Some very important points have been raised by the City of Swan. They basically 
summarise what has come to us from several other councils that operate in the areas covered by the existing 
redevelopment authorities. The dot points raised in this letter, which Hon Lynn MacLaren has put on the record, 
are particularly important; namely, that the bill — 

• Expands the focus of the new Authority from redevelopment, to a general focus on the 
development of land which could include the provision of land for commercial or residential areas 
close to public transport and the establishment of new industries; 

• Provides a roving brief to enable it to take over local government planning responsibilities in the 
metropolitan area through regulation; 

• Increases the Minister’s discretion to declare an area a Redevelopment Area;  

• Downgrades the Midland Redevelopment Authority to a Committee; and 

• Removes the requirement for Local Government Councillor representation. 

We have covered many of those points in the amendments that we have put on the supplementary notice paper. 
Nevertheless, I think the opportunity to unpack some of those concerns in the context of a committee inquiry 
would be entirely appropriate. 

I note also that very similar concerns have been expressed by the Subiaco City Council. That was covered—I am 
sure honourable members read it at the time—in the Subiaco Post of Saturday, 10 September, in an article by 
Lloyd Gorman titled “Move over DAPS—the big guns are coming”. I will just give members a flavour of this 
article — 

A Bill to set up a supersized, powerful redevelopment authority that could further strip planning control 
from local councils is being pushed through Parliament.  

Subiaco CEO Stephen Tindale said the Bill to establish a metropolitan redevelopment authority (MRA) 
was before Parliament without any local council consultation … 

If the Bill is passed, the MRA will come into effect in January and absorb the Subiaco Redevelopment 
Authority. 

The article goes on to quote Mr Tindale as saying — 
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“If the MRA decided tomorrow that Crawley and Hollywood should be a redevelopment area to suit 
UWA for residential purposes and that it would manage the planning to that end, it would take over 
from Subiaco council,” … 

“The UWA/QEII precinct has already been identified as a strategic specialist centre under Directions 
2031 and you would have to think it would be a prime candidate for this new legislation. 

“Quite clearly this is intended to take planning control out of the hands of local governments.” 

The article goes on to say — 

Subiaco is just one of the councils wanting an urgent meeting with Planning Minister John Day about 
the Bill. 

I understand that in fact that meeting took place yesterday. My preliminary advice from the Western Australian 
Local Government Association is that assurances were given at that meeting that have gone some way towards 
satisfying those concerns. I am not purporting to speak on behalf of WALGA, because WALGA is more than 
capable of speaking for itself, but I want to make the following observation. When we were negotiating through 
Parliament what became known as the DAPs bill— the Approvals and Related Reforms (No.4) (Planning) Bill—
we got to a very similar situation. I can remember where I was standing when I took the phone call from 
WALGA, saying, “We have just had another meeting with the minister, and we have just been given certain 
assurances. We now think that we are happy to move on, on the basis of the assurances that we have been 
given”. That has subsequently fallen into something of a heap, because it has now been found that the very 
matter on which WALGA thought it has been given assurances—namely, consultation on the drafting of the 
regulations—is not a matter that can be the subject of discussion. If this is news to anyone on the government 
benches, please just ring WALGA and check, because WALGA will be very happy to tell government members 
about its concern that it went into those negotiations about the regulations, only to find that there was no head of 
power in the act for the regulations to be the subject of that discussion. That is a very big problem. So what I am 
putting to members is although the government appears to be acting in good faith, there are grounds for concern 
that the government is not able to deliver in good faith on those assurances.  

Therefore, again, I say to the government that it has nothing to lose by supporting this referral to a committee. 
The government in fact has everything to gain in terms of honouring the relationship that it is trying to build—
just as we on this side of the house are trying to build—with the representatives of local government, who, after 
all, are going to be subject to the main effects of this bill. I just make that point. I am asking the government to 
give some genuine consideration to this motion. Do not just number crunch on this. Think about what we are 
saying. Think about what the stakeholders have put to the government. Please support this referral to a 
committee, which is not going to hold up the government’s time lines on this bill. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [5.37 pm]: I want to speak in favour of the motion. This is yet 
another motion that this bill be referred to a committee of this house. I think I made it clear in my remarks during 
the second reading debate that the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill 2011 is a half-baked bill. We 
would like to see a nice cake come out of this bill. There is a way to do that. We have good committee system in 
this place. I believe this bill should be referred to the Standing Committee on Legislation, which should be able 
to report in the time frame that has been specified in the motion. As Hon Sally Talbot has just reminded us, we 
have nothing to lose and everything to gain. The Cities of Subiaco, Perth and Swan could not have been clearer 
in their very recent correspondence that they would sincerely like to be engaged in developing this very 
important planning instrument. As these are very significant cities that have either current or pending 
redevelopments within their areas, I think it would pay us to heed the call that they are making and take some 
time—not too much time; just a bit of time—in a committee to review what can be done to improve this 
legislation.   

I have gone to great lengths to try to fix this bill through various amendments that are listed on the 
supplementary notice paper. I have very limited resources in doing that and have used the advice of people who 
are in the planning field in order to try to have this legislation amended. But, as members can see from the 
supplementary notice paper, many changes need to be made to improve this bill. I think that would be much 
better done in a committee of this house, rather than in the Committee of the Whole in this chamber. So I 
strongly support yet again this motion to refer the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill to a committee, so 
that it can become an even better and stronger instrument than what we are trying to put forward now. After 
listening to Hon Adele Farina’s very strong and impassioned speech about the shortcomings of this bill, I am 
even less confident that we could pass it in its current form. This is an opportunity for us to progress the bill as 
quickly as possible by sending it to a committee. I therefore support the motion. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [5.39 pm]: I want to 
absolutely clarify that this contribution I am about to make will be about the motion to refer the Metropolitan 
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Redevelopment Authority Bill to the Standing Committee on Legislation and that it is not my response to the 
second reading debate. 

I say at the outset that the government does not support the motion to send this bill to a committee and there are a 
number of reasons for that. First, generally speaking the planning and development control functions under the 
bill mirror those under the existing redevelopment authority acts. There are changes in the bill but it is not 
considered necessary for a parliamentary committee to reconsider matters that are already the subject of acts of 
Parliament. Second, the referral to a committee raises the possibility that the proposed commencement date will 
be delayed. It is not an issue, as I think Hon Sally Talbot raised, that this bill is urgent on the basis of the 
requirement to fit in with the Armadale Redevelopment Act’s cessation. In fact, I understand that preparations 
are already underway to extend that act under its terms in case it appears that the bill may be delayed, so that is 
not the issue at all. The issue is that any referral to a committee raises the possibility that the commencement 
date will be delayed. The government is absolutely committed to developing the Perth Waterfront. Construction 
is expected to commence in 2012 and budget funds have been committed to enable the project’s delivery in 
2014. It is expected that the new Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority will have carriage of the project, and 
thus any delay in the bill would jeopardise the timely delivery of the Perth Waterfront project. In addition, any 
delay would cause significant uncertainty around business continuity and would carry the following specific 
risks. Investor uncertainty relating to the future governance of the existing redevelopment areas would negatively 
affect ongoing business and create uncertainty for staff of the existing redevelopment authorities, which could 
result in the loss of corporate knowledge and cause ongoing management issues for the existing authorities of the 
new MRA. A significant amount of background work has been undertaken to support the transfer of businesses, 
including all the assets, rights and liabilities, to the new authority so that it can be operational on 1 January 2012. 
It has been necessary to commence this work in advance of the parliamentary passage of the bill because of the 
size and complexity of the transitional tasks at hand. This work has been performed by staff of the Department of 
Planning, existing redevelopment authorities, the Public Sector Commission and the Department of Treasury, as 
well as a number of private consultancies. Delaying commencement would risk wasting the government and 
corporate resources that have so far been expended on the transition project and would require work to be redone 
to meet a revised date. The other point Hon Sally Talbot raised was about consultation and I was pleased to hear 
that she recognised that the meeting yesterday indicated that a substantial number of the concerns raised by local 
government were dealt with through the discussions that took place yesterday and that most of those concerns 
have now been settled.  

Therefore, the government’s position is that it will not support the motion to refer this bill to a committee. We 
believe that the Committee of the Whole stage of the Parliament is adequate to support the work that needs to be 
done throughout the bill’s remaining stages. 

Question put and a division taken, the Deputy President (Hon Brian Ellis) casting his vote with the noes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (13) 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Jon Ford Hon Sally Talbot Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Linda Savage Hon Alison Xamon  

Noes (19) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Phil Edman Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Brian Ellis Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Nick Goiran Hon Michael Mischin Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore  
 

Question thus negatived. 

Second Reading Resumed 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [5.48 pm] — in reply: I thank 
all members for their contribution to the second reading debate on the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority 
Bill. I look forward to the work that we will undertake over the next few days, I expect, as this bill moves 
through the Committee of the Whole and various final stages. 

The purpose of the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill is to establish a new Metropolitan 
Redevelopment Authority, known as the MRA, to undertake redevelopment projects in suitable areas within the 
Perth metropolitan area. The bill will repeal the acts that constitute the existing Armadale, East Perth, Midland 
and Subiaco Redevelopment Authorities and create one umbrella organisation that will initially take over those 
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authorities’ areas of operation. The policy underlying the bill—this was the information Hon Adele Farina was 
looking for—is to rationalise and restructure the existing statutory framework. It will create greater efficiency 
and consistency for state government priority projects and create greater certainty for investors. Centralising 
functions into one agency enables efficiency gains because four agencies will not be carrying out the same back-
office functions. Streamlining the existing duplicate structures will improve governance, create an opportunity 
for cost savings and maximise returns to the government for the benefit of the community. 

In response to the policy areas that Hon Lynn MacLaren commented on, the bill does not fragment the planning 
system; it consolidates and strengthens existing arrangements and ensures that a tested and flexible delivery tool 
continues to be available to the government. The redevelopment authority model reduces red tape and enables 
focused, dedicated planning resources to be applied in the appropriate areas. The government is committed to 
reducing red tape, and replacing four similar yet inconsistent acts with one act works towards this goal. 
Replacing four administrative structures with one administrative structure also works toward this goal. The 
Liberal–National government is committed to ensuring that economic growth and activity in Western Australia 
is not unnecessarily restricted by duplicated or inefficient regulation. 

I welcome members’ support for and their positive comments about the bill. In particular, I acknowledge and 
agree entirely with Hon Alyssa Hayden’s comments about the numerous benefits enjoyed by the Midland 
community because of the work undertaken by the Midland Redevelopment Authority. I further consider that the 
work of all the redevelopment authorities in Armadale, East Perth, Subiaco and Midland has resulted in 
enormous benefits for the local communities involved and for the state as a whole. I have had more to do with 
the Armadale Redevelopment Authority than the others. When this bill was being promoted, I had some 
concerns about the potential loss of the individual entities—the Armadale and Midland Redevelopment 
Authorities. However, having spent some time talking with the minister, my concerns were allayed. 

I will now turn to some matters raised by Hon Sally Talbot. The government has designated this bill as urgent, as 
I mentioned when we debated the motion to send the bill to a committee. The declaration of the bill as urgent is 
not being done to relieve the government of the requirement to prolong the Armadale Redevelopment Act if the 
bill is not passed in time. As I said, I am advised that preparations are underway to extend that act in case it 
appears that the bill may be delayed. The passage of the bill is thought to be urgent because it is necessary to 
preserve the value of the complex work being undertaken across a range of government agencies to transfer the 
business of each existing redevelopment authority to the MRA in a timely and efficient manner. It is urgent 
because questions about the future governance of redevelopment areas will lead to uncertainty for investors and 
staff, and generally affect the ongoing effective management of the redevelopment areas. Having committed to 
establishing and making the change to a new authority, given the complex commercial environment in which the 
redevelopment authorities operate, the government needs to nominate a date on which the change will take place. 
That is why the bill is urgent. 

As to the matter of the currency of the version of the bill on the Parliament website, I understand that a software 
error occurred somewhere along the line to do with the incorporation of the amendments made in the other place, 
and that led to some cross-references in the bill appearing incorrectly in the published version. As soon as the 
error was discovered, State Law Publisher issued a corrected version and it was uploaded onto the parliamentary 
website without delay. Similarly, a revised explanatory memorandum incorporating reference to the provisions 
inserted in the other place was made available before debate in this house began. 

As to the consultation on the bill, and as has already been mentioned, I am advised that the Minister for 
Planning, the Director General of the Department of Planning and other staff met representatives of the affected 
local governments and members of the Western Australian Local Government Association yesterday to talk 
through their concerns about the bill and that those discussions have settled many of the perceived concerns. I 
understand that the South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council, raised as a particular concern by Hon Sally 
Talbot, has not been approached at this stage because the bill does not change the existing land tenure 
arrangements; it simply transfers existing redevelopment areas to the control of a new central authority. In 
particular, this bill does not, as a number of members have suggested, give the new authority responsibility for 
the Perth Waterfront project, although such arrangements are contemplated in the future. Appropriate 
consultation will be undertaken in the implementation of those arrangements. 

LandCorp, as Hon Sally Talbot quite correctly points out, is not an agency with a public purpose focus. In fact, 
LandCorp’s overriding act makes it very clear that LandCorp is separate from government in a number of ways. 
Although it is possible for the government to impose community service obligations on LandCorp, provided that 
they are funded, this requires LandCorp’s focus to move away from its core business, which is developing land 
on behalf of the government in full competition with the private sector. These are the reasons that LandCorp is 
not an appropriate agency to take over from the existing authorities. This is not to say that LandCorp does not 
take the interests of the community into consideration. However, in order to continue to operate effectively in a 
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competitive commercial environment, LandCorp should not be held back by new obligations in its legislation. 
Amending LandCorp’s act to give it express public purpose obligations would result in an awkward policy 
hybrid and ongoing governance and decision-making conflicts. As Hon Sally Talbot suggests, there may well be 
good reasons for revisiting LandCorp’s legislation, but this legislation is not within the portfolio of the Minister 
for Planning, and debate on the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Bill is not the forum to discuss those 
reasons. Hon Sally Talbot suggests that the requirement in the bill for the Treasurer to approve certain sorts of 
transactions of the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority will somehow sidestep the cabinet process. This is 
neither the intention nor the case. The cabinet process is not enshrined in legislation and legislation requiring one 
or another responsible minister to approve an administrative action does not affect it. The bill requires the 
Treasurer’s approval of the MRA entering into business arrangements. This is intended to ensure financial 
probity and minimise the risk to the state. The bill takes a cross-government approach to risk minimisation; it 
does not avoid the need for the minister to take matters to cabinet, as is appropriate. 

Hon Sally Talbot and a number of other members queried why local government representatives on the MRA 
board and land redevelopment committees are not required to be sitting local government members. The answer 
is that this may be too restrictive. A local government representative nominated to an LRC by the local 
government may be a sitting member or may be a person associated with or held in high regard by local 
government. There is no restriction in the bill as to who may be nominated by local government. This preserves 
the broadest possible degree of discretion and choice for local government. It has been suggested that term limits 
on MRA board members and LRC members should be introduced. This is not necessary. The minister can decide 
if and when a member should not be re-elected. There have also been suggestions that the local governments 
should be represented by elected sitting members only. Again, the bill now provides a greater degree of 
flexibility than that. 

I now turn to the transition arrangements for the existing redevelopment authority staff. It is true that the East 
Perth Redevelopment Authority employees can be transferred directly into the new authority. That is because 
they are now permanent employees. Midland Redevelopment Authority staff are permanent public servants and 
also can be transferred directly. Historical arrangements as a result of the differences between each existing 
redevelopment authority act mean that the staff of the Armadale Redevelopment Authority are not permanent but 
are fixed-term contractors engaged by LandCorp. Fixed-term contractors cannot be transformed into permanent 
employees by a simple transfer. This is generally applicable public sector policy. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I was going through some of the issues that have been raised by Hon Sally Talbot, 
and before the dinner break I was talking about transition arrangements for some of the staff who are currently 
employed in the different agencies. I had mentioned that whilst members of the East Perth Redevelopment 
Authority and the Midland Redevelopment Authority are going to transition quite comfortably, the difficulty 
with the Armadale Redevelopment Authority is that the staff are not permanent but are fixed-term contractors 
engaged by LandCorp. Fixed-term contractors cannot be transformed into permanent employees by a simple 
transfer arrangement. This is general public sector policy and reflects a situation we inherited because of 
differences in the existing acts. This bill will extend most of the Armadale staff contracts by an extra six months, 
so that their contracts are guaranteed to continue with the new authority immediately on commencement and 
they are given time to take up employment with the new authority after suitable new positions have been created. 
I understand that the Armadale Redevelopment Act will expire at the end of the year if action is not taken or if it 
is not repealed because of the commencement of this bill. The Department of Planning and the planning minister 
are well aware of the situation. I am advised that the necessary preliminary steps to extend the life of the 
Armadale act have been taken, and if it becomes apparent that the passage of this bill may be delayed, further 
steps will be taken to extend the life of the Armadale act. This need not be done by a bill as the Armadale act 
says that regulations can extend its life.  

Hon Sally Talbot asked whether the Mandurah authority will be affected by the bill. The answer is no; the bill is 
confined to the metropolitan region. I would also like to clarify that development assessment panels do not have 
any decision-making functions—this was one of the issues raised by Hon Lynn MacLaren—in relation to areas 
where there is a redevelopment scheme in place. Improvement schemes are a separate planning tool that can be 
implemented by the WA Planning Commission or be subject to any decision of the WAPC to make a delegation 
by the MRA on the WAPC’s behalf. It has been suggested that the five-year review of this act should be carried 
out by a parliamentary committee. The ministerial review is required to be tabled in Parliament and can be 
discussed in Parliament at that stage. It is not thought necessary to commit the review to a parliamentary 
committee in the first instance.  

I turn now to some further matters that require clarification. The bill requires formal consultation with local 
governments on regulations declaring a redevelopment area and on redevelopment schemes. In each case, the 
consultation requirement is triggered when there is a settled draft. As a matter of practicality, there needs to be a 
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document to consult on; however, the government is committed to ongoing consultation with local governments 
well before the statutory trigger points are reached. Affected local governments will be involved from a very 
early stage in proposals to declare any new redevelopment area and in the development of redevelopment 
schemes.  

Hon Lynn MacLaren asked why there are no high-level objectives or statements of purpose in the bill. The 
reason is that redevelopment area regulations are required to set out the objectives of each area. These can be 
specifically tailored to the projects that will be carried out in each area and can include sustainability, liveability 
and other social goals. The objectives in the regulations are much more than just aspirational statements; they are 
required to be taken into account in the development of redevelopment schemes and when determining 
development applications, so they have a strong statutory basis and set up real enforceable requirements. High-
level objectives at bill level, on the other hand, may not be appropriate to all areas as redevelopment projects 
may be of quite different natures. Statutory objective statements contained in acts run the risk of being so high 
level as to be without any real effect or meaning and they could unduly constrain the MRA’s activities in ways 
that may not have been envisaged. In theory, Hon Lynn MacLaren points out, a redevelopment area could be 
declared across the entire metropolitan area. I can assure members that such a situation is not intended and the 
government can commit to ensuring that it never takes place. As Hon Lynn MacLaren also points out, under the 
Perry Lakes Redevelopment Act development approval functions continue to reside with the WAPC; however, 
the Perry Lakes Redevelopment Act does not create a separate redevelopment authority. Development control 
powers under the act must lie with somebody, so they lie with the WAPC. The existing redevelopment 
authorities all operate under their own statutory grant of power; they do not rely on delegations from the WAPC. 
The bill simply continues these arrangements in force.  

Also, questions have been raised around the scope of powers that the WAPC will be able to delegate to the land 
redevelopment committees. The WAPC power to delegate its functions resides in the Planning and Development 
Act and it is not restricted by anything in the bill. However, I can confirm that the WAPC will not be delegating 
its high-level strategic planning powers to the MRA or any other agencies. Hon Lynn MacLaren referred to 
amendments made in the other place ensuring that core planning functions of the minister under the bill remain 
with the planning minister, even if the administration of the act happens in future to be allocated to a different 
portfolio. The suggestion is that other ministerial functions under the act should be similarly restricted. However, 
it is considered that other decision-making functions can be exercised by another portfolio minister. I am sure 
that any future decision to reallocate administration of the act would take into account the nature of the functions 
of the minister.  

Hon Lynn MacLaren has stressed the importance of consultation in planning considerations. The bill recognises 
this and requires a robust consultation process for redevelopment schemes. The bill lays down the basic 
requirements for consultation. The form that community involvement should take is a question for the MRA to 
determine, depending on the nature of the proposal in question and the extent of the community’s interest in 
particular proposed schemes.  

Hon Lynn MacLaren made some comments around governments. There is a suggestion that MRA board 
members who have a local government background should be nominees of local governments. The bill does not 
prevent anyone from nominating a board member, and the minister will welcome and consider any nominations 
that are made. There is also a suggestion that the categories of qualifications from which the general members of 
the board and the LRCs are selected should incorporate a range of other kinds of qualifications. The 
qualifications now listed are very broad. I note that the bill does allow for nominations from each affected local 
government when appointing local government representative members on an LRC. I can confirm that LRCs are 
not given specific powers in the bill; they will operate under delegation from the MRA and the scope of any 
delegation will be for the MRA board to determine, depending on the requirements of the particular 
redevelopment project from time to time. The MRA will be able to delegate only the powers that it is given in 
the bill. The LRCs are to be the MRA’s representatives on the ground in redevelopment areas, ensuring a strong 
connection with local areas.  

The bill provides for the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority to enter into business arrangements of various 
kinds. This provision facilitates the MRA’s operation in a commercial environment. It is subject to the approval 
of the minister and the Treasurer. The MRA is required to submit business and operational plans annually to the 
minister and the Treasurer. Further, the bill requires the MRA to report immediately to the minister in the event 
that it encounters financial difficulty. All these provisions ensure financial probity and are aimed at mitigating 
risk. 

Hon Adele Farina stated that she was not provided with responses to questions asked at the briefing. I am 
advised that responses to the specific questions were provided, but, at this short notice, I am unable to establish 
where the information has gone astray. In short, the answers were that the Minister for Lands holds information 
as to the holdings of LandCorp; there will be no requirement for government agencies with surplus landholdings 
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to transfer them to the MRA; and award coverage for all employees after commencement of the bill will begin as 
soon as the MRA becomes a signatory in the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission to the relevant 
awards. 

I think I have covered most of the issues raised by members. I thank them for their support and I commend the 
bill to the house. 

Hon Adele Farina: What about the issues that I raised? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: There were a couple of additional issues that Hon Adele Farina raised, and I have 
those here. The role of the Western Australian Planning Commission will be strengthened and formalised. The 
WAPC must be consulted in the preparation of regulations establishing redevelopment areas and redevelopment 
schemes. On the matter of returning areas to local government control, clause 57 allows minor changes to be 
made to underlying planning schemes administratively. Clause 58 allows more significant changes to be made. 
The bill does not require local government representatives on the board or on land redevelopment committees to 
be sitting elected members. This preserves flexibility to appoint the most suitable candidate. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It might appear that I am not listening to the member, but I think it is better that these 
questions be asked in committee. That is why I am tending to go straight on. 

It is likely that local governments will usually nominate sitting members, but this bill does not force them to do 
so. As I mentioned previously, I think that covers most of the issues that members have raised. I urge that the bill 
be read a second time. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

[Continued below.] 
 


