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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Discharge of Order and Referral to Standing Committee on Legislation — Motion 

Resumed from 27 February on the following motion moved by Hon Sue Ellery (Leader of the Opposition) — 

That — 
(1) Order of the day 15, the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013, be discharged and referred 

to the Standing Committee on Legislation for consideration and report no later than Tuesday, 
6 May 2014. 

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

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (North Metropolitan) [3.13 pm]: I welcome the opportunity to continue my 
remarks that the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013 be referred to the Standing Committee on Legislation 
and that the committee has wide powers to call for certain things. I have already put my extensive concerns 
about this legislation. My concerns are shared by many local government authorities. I do not think any member 
here has not been in receipt of correspondence from their local government authorities outlining concerns about 
this legislation. The other day I received correspondence—one of many that my office has received—from 
Mr Ron Norris, the Mayor of Mosman Park. Mr Norris has been quite supportive of local government reform. As 
he explained to me over the phone not long ago, although he is supportive of local government reform, he has an 
issue with this local government reform because he is not at all satisfied that this reform has been done properly. 
He has grave concerns about it. I see Hon Michael Mischin nodding. Maybe he might be — 

Hon Michael Mischin: Everybody is for local government reform as long as it does not affect them! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: This is Liberal government policy. Mayors across the state have told this 
government that they are not happy with the way this has been done, yet the government persists with this 
reform. The government is heading into very deep water. There will be pushback at the next election as a result 
of forcing councils to do what they do not want to do, first and foremost; and, secondly, by bypassing the Dadour 
provisions that give local ratepayers a say in the process. 

I want to put on the public record very quickly the issues that concern Mr Norris. He wrote — 

Thank you for your letter of 24 February alerting me to your questions and statement on LG Reform. 
I commend your efforts to identify what funds have been wasted to date by the Government and what 
funding provisions exist for the transition costs. 

You will appreciate how disingenuous the Minister has been in the answers which have been provided 
to your questions. How does he reconcile the amounts in the answers to question 2 with the amounts 
described in your statement? There is no comparison. But it is even worse than that. Local Government 
has been required to respond to each stage of this process since February 2009. Each Council had to 
respond first to Castrilli’s Regional Transition Grouping Study and then to both the Robson draft report 
and the final Robson report. The expenditure by Local Government would match or exceed the 
Government’s expenditure. I believe the total spent by Government and Local Government since 
February 2009 trying to find a way through the chaos and confusion would exceed $30–35m! And that 
relates only to direct expenditure! If you added the countless hours of Councillors and officers 
considering reports and trying to work out the best way to respond you could safely double that cost. 

In my view the Standing Committee on Legislation should look at the inconsistency in moneys that have been 
spent to date. There are inconsistencies in what the government claims it has spent. A lot of costs are not 
accounted for. There are certain question marks over what actually has been spent and what government has 
forced councils to spend on this reform. The committee could engage itself in looking at that. Councils are 
concerned about the indirect and direct spends they have had to make and the money they have had to find. 
Mr Norris goes on to say — 

I have always believed that the Government intended that ratepayers would be paying the transition 
costs—either directly through rates or indirectly through the stripping of assets. I’ve also always 
believed that ratepayers will not get seriously engaged in the reform agenda until they realise they are 
paying for it. The Minister says he can’t make any statement until he knows what reform models will 
emerge from the LGAB deliberations. The problem is by the time we get to that point there is no 
opportunity to reverse the reform process ... 

The legislation committee also needs to look at what is the likely financial burden on ratepayers in each local 
government authority as a result of being forced down this path. Mr Norris goes on to say — 
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The Government has been divisive and duplicitous in how it has implemented the whole reform 
process. I believe the Government has deliberately sought to drive Council against Council hoping it 
could precipitate irresolvable disputes which would allow the Government to dismiss Councils and 
appoint commissioners. At the same time the Government is attempting to amend the LGAB such that 
the number of Ministerial appointees would be greater than the Local Government representatives. 
More insidiously one of the amendments requires the LGAB to give consideration to Government 
policy. This has never happened before—the LGAB was truly independent. If the amendments are 
passed I believe the LGAB will have no alternative but recommend the Minister’s models of reform 
purely because they align with Government policy. 

These matters of concern to Mayor Norris are also of concern to most mayors across the state. These concerns 
should be looked at by the committee. I support the motion before us. 

The PRESIDENT: It is unclear to me who has actually spoken on this motion.  

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [3.20 pm]: I am speaking to the motion moved by Hon Sue 
Ellery that the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013 be discharged. 

The PRESIDENT: It is just the Leader of the Opposition and Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich? 

Hon Sue Ellery: Hon Stephen Dawson as well. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: As I said, I am certainly speaking to the motion moved by Hon Sue Ellery that the Local 
Government Amendment Bill 2013 be discharged and referred to the Standing Committee on Legislation for 
consideration and report not later than Tuesday, 6 May 2014. Importantly, part 2 of the motion is that the 
committee has the power to inquire into and report on the policy of the bill. 

I actually hoped and expected that we may have had a response from the government to this motion moved by 
Hon Sue Ellery. There have already been a number of speakers from the opposition who have put forward their 
views on why this bill should be referred to a committee. In the past the normal practice of this house would be 
for us to hear whether or not the government is supporting the amendment. If it is supporting it, it would 
obviously mean it agreed with members on this side and if the government is opposing it, then why it is 
opposing. There have been many debates in this house about the need to refer more bills to committee. Even 
Hon Norman Moore, in his farewell speeches spoke about how he felt that committees had been very useful in 
this place for considering legislation and that if he had his time again he would probably have used the 
committee process a bit more when he was the leader in the last Parliament. 

We do not need to go too far to see what can happen when committees are given bills like this to look at. Later 
this week we will be debating the Workplace Reform Bill 2013. Because of some very constructive discussions 
and negotiations between the Leader of the House and the Leader of the Opposition late last year that bill was 
referred to a committee. Any member of this place who looks at the report that has come back from the 
committee would understand the benefits that committees can have. I think Hon Robyn McSweeney was the 
chair of that committee and I can imagine that a bill like that one would be very controversial and divisive 
considering the membership of the committee. Yet, the committee has been able to provide a report that will add 
value to the way this house deals with that piece of legislation when we get to it. If we were to refer the local 
government bill, I am absolutely confident that we would get a similar report that would also add value to our 
capacity to deal with this piece of legislation. 

One of the reasons this bill needs to be referred to a committee is that it is a very contentious piece of legislation. 
The actual policy of the bill is questionable and that is why I think it is very useful that Hon Sue Ellery suggested 
that the committee look at the policy of the bill. I note that I got a smile out of the Minister for Mental Health 
when I made those comments. Earlier in this debate we had an attempt to make a point of order on a member 
who was dealing with the question of the policy of this bill. I do not want to put words into the minister’s mouth 
but it was almost as if the government was suggesting that the bill does not deal with local government reform; 
that the bill does not facilitate local government amalgamations. Yet, when we look at the second reading 
speech, it states — 

The proposed changes in this bill are aimed at facilitating the reform process, largely by giving the 
Local Government Advisory Board more discretion on how it may conduct its inquiries. 

Surely there is a question mark over what is the policy of this bill. Of course, we know that we can try and 
determine that in the ordinary Committee of the Whole stage of this house but I do not think it will be the same 
as if this bill was referred to the legislation committee so it can get legal advice, invite people to put in 
submissions and come forward, and question the government agency officers who have drafted this bill. For this 
house, this will help define exactly what the policy of the bill is. We know that when we look at the policy of a 
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bill, we need to firstly look at what is in the minister’s second reading speech. I have clearly pointed that out by 
quoting one paragraph, but there are a number of paragraphs in that speech that clearly identify what this bill is 
about—local government amalgamations. Secondly, we need to determine how the bill, as we have it before us, 
when read as a whole, deals with that question of policy. I would like to see a parliamentary committee be able 
to provide advice to this house on these sorts of things so that we can then deal with them. My point is that it is 
obviously not just the second reading speech; we also need to look at all the clauses in the bill when read as a 
whole to see what this piece of legislation is trying to do. If we try to do that in the chamber rather than referring 
the bill to a committee, we will see a lot of argy-bargy, the minister standing up and saying, “This is my view; 
this is our view”, and we will not have the benefit of expert advice. The minister will have her advisors to 
provide assistance but we will not be able to get independent legal advice to assist the chamber or get others 
outside of this chamber, or separate from the minister’s advice, to actually put to Parliament what their view of 
this bill is when read as a whole and what the actual policy of the bill is. That is foremost, firstly and 
fundamentally why this bill should be referred to the legislation committee. It is a very important issue when a 
bill is as contentious as this one. 

Members may have noted that I tabled a petition earlier today, which highlights that there is a great deal of 
community interest in this bill. There is a great deal of interest amongst the members of this chamber. We have 
seen a number of members putting forward their various views. I have listened to those various members’ views 
throughout this debate and there is nothing stopping those members from also putting their views on this 
legislation to a parliamentary committee. I do not often hand out compliments to members on the other side of 
this place but Hon Nick Goiran’s speech the other day was actually quite an intuitive speech. It shows that when 
we actually operate cooperatively as a house and listen to each other we can benefit. The place where that best 
occurs is often in a committee of this place such as the legislation committee. Referring this bill to that 
committee will allow constructive dialogue on this bill and will allow the public, which has a very keen interest 
in this bill and what it means, to put forward its view. 

Amendments have been moved by members. I am still trying to finalise drafting and I have to say I have had 
difficulty drafting my own amendment—which I have taken the liberty to circulate behind the chair to other 
members—because I am trying to come to grips with the exact scope of the bill. If we can get some assistance 
from a parliamentary committee regarding this, it would allow the committee to take the amendment that I intend 
proposing, look at it in detail and provide advice to this house whether that would occur. There is a fair degree of 
common interest in this chamber on what we want from this legislation. The challenge will be how to do that and 
what mechanism will allow Parliament to do that. The best way to do that is to refer this bill to the legislation 
committee and to  use the legislation committee as intended. 

If we operate in the same manner—that we do the bidding of the government—we do a disservice to not only 
ourselves but also this house because it makes us irrelevant. On this bill, I think there is a general degree of 
concern around the chamber and a desire to try to find a way. When we listened to the contributions of members 
during the second reading debate, we heard that they were happy to have local government reform but they want 
some constraint on that. In the words of the minister’s second reading speech, how does the bill facilitate the 
reform process? Having facilitated the reform process, do we want some final check and balance on that 
process? I would like a parliamentary committee to come back to this chamber with advice on that question. In 
particular, if we were to pass this legislation, in light of the information that has come about since the 
presentation of the bill to the house—that the government is now trying to use boundary changes rather than the 
traditional method of abolishing two councils and creating a new council—should some limitation be put in the 
bill to restore the spirit of the Dadour provisions? A parliamentary committee could serve a very useful purpose 
by providing that advice. If that were done, what would be the best mechanism and how could that most 
effectively occur so that the legislation remains within the scope of the original bill presented by the Minister for 
Local Government? As you know, Mr President, these matters are not simple when trying to define the scope of 
a bill. In a simple statement one could make the claim that the scope of the bill is about local government reform, 
so any amendments to the Local Government Act that facilitate local government reform, or having facilitated 
that local government reform, have a check on the final process of that reform, is a good thing. Therefore, is it 
necessary, having passed all of the current clauses proposed by the government? We say we are prepared to do 
all of that, we are prepared to assist in the facilitation, but we want one last thing to occur—that is, for the people 
in the districts that are affected to have the final say. That has always been the spirit. It is what we believe is the 
view of the National Party. We have heard members on the other side express their personal view and, of course, 
we know it is the view of the Labor Party that there should be no forced amalgamations. I would have thought 
that that would be in the government’s interest, because if it did that it could argue that it has not forced the 
amalgamation because it still allowed the community to have the final say on what was happening. If the 
community does not turn out to vote, it is the community’s choice to allow its local government to be 
amalgamated and, therefore, it was not forced. It is a convoluted and strained argument, but to put together such 
an argument along those lines would not, by any stretch of the imagination, be beyond the realm of the spin 
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doctors of this government. The reason that this bill should be referred to a committee is to allow those issues to 
be dealt with. 

If we are successful in getting this bill referred to a committee, there is another matter that I would like the 
committee to deal with in some detail. Call it me outlining the terms of reference, but it is the question of what 
the expansion of the Local Government Advisory Board means. What are the practical implications? Again, we 
could try to have that debate in the chamber, but I suspect that we would not be able to have that debate in the 
same meaningful way as a parliamentary committee would, by calling for evidence and talking to the various 
stakeholders regarding this bill—the community and everybody else—about what does it mean when we expand 
the bill in the way it has been put forward. 

We have heard that the National Party—in fact, it was always debatable whether it was the National Party or the 
backbench of the Liberal Party, but it is immaterial—is of the view that this bill was changed from its original 
format, which was simply to expand the board by “two members” to “members of the community”. That was the 
original proposition put forward by this bill. As a result of subsequent negotiation within the internal 
machinations of the government, the bill was amended to also include two Western Australian Local 
Government Association representatives. There is a view held by some members in this chamber that that will 
provide the necessary protections. If this bill is referred to a committee, the committee can advise, by going out 
to others, whether the addition of two members of WALGA will achieve what those members who had that 
clause added were seeking. If this bill is sent off to a committee, we will be better informed on that matter. 

Again, this comes down to a very crucial point. Was the government, with its very clear agenda on this matter, 
happy to accept that amendment because it realised it would not stop it from achieving what it wanted? Did the 
government realise that it would be able to find a way through the processes to get the outcome that it always 
wanted—that is, forced amalgamations and the boundaries that the government wants without any regard to the 
local community? If we refer this bill to a committee, this Parliament would be able to significantly improve its 
consideration of this legislation.  

There are a number of other clauses that need to be dealt with in some detail by a parliamentary committee. One 
is the ability of the Local Government Advisory Board to combine proposals. Under the existing act, there is no 
provision for the Local Government Advisory Board to combine proposals. It has to deal with each proposal 
individually and on its merits. This legislation will bring that together. There is a bit of a risk in the way we 
handle this legislation. A significant section of this bill deals with what will happen in local government 
amalgamations in the metropolitan area; therefore, some members in this chamber may believe that this bill does 
not facilitate local government amalgamations in regional Western Australia. I put the proposition that this bill 
does facilitate amalgamations in regional Western Australia. Again, if this bill is referred to a parliamentary 
committee, Parliament will be able to get some good advice, legal opinions and stakeholder input on what the 
provisions to amalgamate proposals will do. If we think about the processes underway in local government 
reform, there is a real problem for the government if the bill is not passed. The government has put forward 
proposals that nicely divide the metropolitan area, but what happens if somebody else comes forward with a 
good idea? The City of Subiaco has come forward with a good idea. It does not want to amalgamate with anyone 
but if it has to, it would prefer to amalgamate with the City of Perth. Of course, the government has always said 
that it will not force amalgamations, so does that mean that the Local Government Advisory Board could 
potentially come up with a proposal that says, “Okay, Subiaco, you go into Perth. You are a happy bunch of 
people now. We have agreement. It is no longer a forced amalgamation”?  

What would then happen with the rest of the western suburbs, which would no longer have any proposals that do 
not include Subiaco? Without this bill, that would not happen. 

That is easy in the metropolitan area, because under this legislation the government can effectively do whatever 
it likes. That clause will allow the government to carry out the very same process of putting forward a set of 
boundary changes across regional Western Australia to halve the number of local councils, and this Parliament 
would no longer have a say. That is my view; I am sure there are others in this place who would argue 
differently. Let us get a parliamentary committee to have a look at that in some detail and get good advice on 
who is right and who is wrong. I have trust in the members of the Standing Committee on Legislation that they 
would be able to do the sort of work on this bill that is necessary. In fact, on this matter, I think the answers to 
those questions would be blindingly obvious, if the committee were to get advice. I suspect that when those 
questions come back, if I am right, the National Party members of this chamber may start to hold a different 
view on this bill when they realise that once the government, as it has clearly stated, has finished with 
metropolitan amalgamations, it will come after the country. What then becomes important is how people 
ultimately vote on this piece of legislation. We have all agreed to pass the second reading of the bill; it will come 
down to whether we pass it at the third reading stage. That will require us to be completely and utterly informed 
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about this legislation. That is what parliamentary committees are for; that is why we have them. If we are not 
going to use them, let us abolish them. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Our legislation committee is, as you say, a very good committee. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think it has a longstanding record, under various chairs, and has performed well for 
this chamber. It is one of those things, and I think we have all seen it: members arrive at their first parliamentary 
committee and think it is like the chamber—guns drawn at five paces across the committee rooms! They 
suddenly look around and realise that the other members do not have their guns drawn; they are all put away. In 
fact, they are locked at the door when one goes into a parliamentary committee. There are no guns anymore. 
Members sit there and have a constructive dialogue about the legislation, and they produce good outcomes. 
Occasionally, when a parliamentary committee has no corporate knowledge of how this place can work, they 
might not work with such great function, but when we have corporate membership on those committees, we start 
to see good outcomes. We will never know, but there are a couple of new members on the legislation committee, 
and I suspect they probably had an interesting experience out of the whole process, led by some of the more 
experienced members, about how a parliamentary committee can benefit the work of this chamber. I think it 
would benefit the work of all members of this chamber to understand exactly the policy and detail of this 
legislation. If the end result of this bill is that it is not just about facilitating metropolitan amalgamations but also 
regional amalgamations, will the National Party still support it? I would have thought that if National Party 
members were true to their word, the answer would be no; or are they just engaging in a game of spin? I do not 
know. We can find out, though, if we get the advice from a parliamentary committee on this matter to help and 
encourage us. 

The issues in this bill are not only about metropolitan amalgamations; there are at least two or three other 
provisions that, in my view, clearly facilitate local government amalgamations across the rest of the state, and so 
far we have seen that this government is prepared to be tricky. These are not my words; these are the words of 
the government’s own members. It is tricky and deceitful about local government amalgamations, so we need to 
be more careful than ever. In this chamber there is a fair degree of taking governments on trust in respect of most 
legislation. If the government says that X is the provision, members tend to take it on trust. Maybe we are 
foolish, as an opposition, for doing that, but that is what I tend to do, unless it is glaringly obvious to the 
contrary. If I ask a question in a briefing or anywhere else and I am told, “No, it’s intended to work this way”, 
unless there is something to give me cause for doubt, I will take the views of the advisers, ministers and others 
on trust. 
However, the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013 is very different from other bills because we know that, 
at the highest echelons of this government, there is a clear agenda to get around the provisions of the current act 
and the concerns of government backbench members in this place and the other place with regard to forcing 
local government amalgamations in both metropolitan Perth and regional Western Australia. It would be 
completely negligent for us as a Parliament not to be absolutely rigorous in the way in which we deal with this 
legislation and to get the best possible advice to ensure that we fully understand all the implications. What is the 
best way of doing that? It is to refer it off to a parliamentary committee. That is the best, most sensible, simplest 
and most expeditious way, in my view, of dealing with this matter. 

I note that Hon Sue Ellery moved that the committee be required to report by 6 May. I do not envy the members 
of the legislation committee, because that is a very quick time frame in which to turn around a report on a bill of 
such significance, but I think that was a clear sign that it is not the desire of the opposition to frustrate this 
legislation unnecessarily—that we did not seek to send it off to a committee for years and years so that the 
matter would be buried. We all recall when the Local Government Amendment (Regional Subsidiaries) Bill 
2010 came through this Parliament and we referred it off to a committee; it was one of the few bills of the last 
Parliament that was referred off to a committee, and that was so that it could be buried, never to be seen again, or 
at least not before the next election, after Hon Max Trenorden had left this chamber, so that the matter would not 
come back up. However, I know that another great sponsor of that bill was Hon Nigel Hallett; I wonder whether 
he will ever take up the good work of Hon Max Trenorden and resurrect that legislation! Of course, there are 
also members on this side of the chamber who were very supportive of that bill and what it sought to do. 

If the legislation committee is able to look at the policy of the bill, it could potentially come back and say, 
“Maybe the best thing is not to pass this bill at all; things like subsidiary legislation are actually better ways of 
proceeding with these matters in terms of getting reform.” One of the problems—we will never get it out of this 
chamber, but a parliamentary committee might—is in actually understanding what the government seeks to 
achieve out of local government reform. I have never heard a clear explanation, other than a reduction in the 
number of councils. In my view, a reduction in the number of councils is not, in itself, reform. What does the 
government think a reduction in the number of councils will mean for the delivery of services and outcomes for 
the people of Western Australia? 
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Yesterday I received an email from a constituent who was talking about a financial position review of the 
Metropolitan Local Government Review Panel, dated 30 May 2012. If this bill is to go off to a parliamentary 
committee, I hope that it gets a copy of this document. I do not have the name of the constituent who emailed me 
yesterday, but I think he emailed everyone else, so I am sure that if members go through their emails, they will 
be able to find it. I do not have his name, so I will not use it in this chamber, but I suspect he is not someone 
who, at the end of the day, would actually be that upset if I did. He said that this document was put onto the 
website and then very quickly taken down by the government. 

I got a copy of this document from local governments that were quick enough to download it but I originally got 
it from the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. It was tabled after we asked the 
government to justify why it was considering local government reform. 

Hon Helen Morton: Are you saying that it’s already been to a parliamentary committee? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, the report was received by the estimates committee; it has not considered the detail 
of this legislation. 
Hon Helen Morton: No, sorry; has the issue about why local government reform should proceed already been to 
a committee? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. 
Hon Helen Morton: That is what you said. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am saying that the document was tabled by the committee. As Hon Helen Morton 
would well know, as a former member of the estimates committee, the estimates committee is often a vehicle for 
members to get a better understanding of issues. It does not of itself necessarily inquire into the detail. Her point 
is absolutely right; this matter could be referred to a committee other than the legislation committee, to carry out 
a more comprehensive analysis of the policy and detail of this bill and report back to the house. There are some 
financial issues with this legislation but — 

The PRESIDENT: Member, could I just inquire whether the estimates committee agreed to receive that as a 
public document? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, absolutely, Mr President. If it was a private document—that committee does 
receive some private documents—I would not be making it public in this chamber without the permission of the 
committee. My view is that this is only a small element of the matters that could be considered by a committee. 
The fundamental issue that needs to be dealt with here is the legislation. The parliamentary committee should be 
looking at the bill, although there are some financial issues. 

The interesting thing is that the government got this report done. We have heard about the financial 
inefficiencies of local government. This review shows that there is no automatic correlation between the size of 
local government and financial sustainability. I am aware of no evidence to support that. Again, if the 
government believes there is, that is something that the government could put to the Standing Committee on 
Legislation to demonstrate because until now, the government has not done that. What better place to do that 
than before one of the esteemed standing committees of this chamber? I suggest that the government and the 
committee members could go through this document and ask themselves what they hope to get from the policy 
of the bill. Can this bill be a better bill having that knowledge and understanding? It does not need to deal with 
the three-word slogans that get thrown around this issue but it needs to deal with the substance and facts of the 
matters. 

It is interesting that members of the community are already picking up on the fact that this report, dated 30 May 
2012, was taken off the website. I do not know why the government took it down—having put it up, it seems 
very odd to then take it down—other than the fact that it may have realised that it did not support its broader 
arguments. If that is the case—if the government’s aim is not about financial sustainability—is it about planning 
matters? One of the things that a parliamentary committee could do is seek advice on whether there is any 
evidence to suggest that planning matters are made better by being in a large council rather than a small council. 
One of the slowest councils in Western Australia with respect to planning matters is a large council, not a small 
council. 

Hon Helen Morton: Are you referring to Stirling? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the member wants to name it, she can. 

Hon Helen Morton: I’m asking you: is that who you are referring to? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I was, and I am even happy to declare that I had a personal interest in that because I 
lodged a planning application and it took forever to get it back. Because of who I was, I did not want to intervene 
in any way.  
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I was with a mayor of a very well-run local government. Again, I do not have that person’s permission to name 
them but I am sure they may out themselves one day. They said to me that if the government thinks local 
government is letting down the people of Western Australia on issues of planning, instead of this bill going 
through, let us deal with a bill that takes planning off local government. Do not try to mess around with and 
destroy good local governments and very hardworking local government councillors. It is not about their 
personal fiefdom, as I have heard members say; it is about them representing their communities and trying to 
deliver a better sense of community in their local area. They absolutely passionately believe that. I have a 
particular interest. The North Metropolitan Region is probably one of the more interesting areas with respect to 
local government. At the southern end of it, we have a number of very small local governments that are often 
disparaged by members on the other side. I personally find them to be good local governments. I have often said 
that I have never met a president of the Shire of Peppermint Grove whom I have not genuinely liked as a person. 
I have found them all to be very good people and very committed people. At the other end of the electorate—the 
Leader of the House shares the electorate with me—are some very large local governments. Some things are 
done well by those large local governments in the north and some things are done exceptionally well by some of 
those small local governments in the south. The questions that I want a parliamentary committee to ask are: Will 
we get a better state, a better outcome, if we pass this bill or are there ways that we can amend this bill that will 
give us a better outcome? Is there a model that we have not even thought about that we could put into legislation 
that would end up facilitating a better outcome for everybody? Could we get some improvements in the issues 
that we need to address, not that we have ever had that outlined or articulated properly by the government, but 
maintain the good of what is there in the big and the small local governments? My view was always “big is best” 
when I first became a member of Parliament. My view has changed over time as I have seen the operations of 
small councils. One of the things that always comes home to me is something that we can never measure—that 
is, the value of community that comes from being in a small local government. A parliamentary committee could 
get advice on all those issues. We can sit here and have argy-bargy in the chamber, throwing questions and 
issues across the chamber, with set pieces and standard lines from the minister saying, “They are the instructions 
I have; I cannot move from it.” We need a better outcome than that. Parliamentary committees provide us with 
an opportunity to do that. 

There is one final thing I want to say about parliamentary committees and legislation. Again, we have an 
example of it in this house this week. Later today I understand that we will be dealing with a bill on sentencing. 
What are we doing with that bill? We are fixing some errors in the way in which that bill was originally drafted. 
There were loopholes in the legislation. 

Hon Darren West: Not enough review. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Absolutely. When we have been around this place, we realise that parliamentary 
committees often pick up those loopholes and come back with good advice for the Parliament. The Lamborghini 
is probably the most famous example. Members on this side of the chamber said to the government, “That is 
your bill, but understand that these are the problems that will occur. Should we not look at this piece of 
legislation to see whether we can address the injustices that may occur under it?” That was an example in which 
this chamber did not refer the bill off to a committee and did not use the processes that were available to it 
through the committee system, as a result of which we wasted valuable parliamentary time at a later stage putting 
through a bill to fix those mistakes. I can only wonder, had we sent the original sentencing bill off to a 
parliamentary committee, whether Hon Michael Mischin, the current Attorney General, who might have been the 
Chair of the Standing Committee on Legislation at the time, with his keen legal mind, would have picked up that 
problem. That is the sort of thing that committees can achieve for this Parliament. The keen legal mind of the 
now Attorney General could have been put to work on that bill, as I am sure the keen minds of the current 
members of the legislation committee could be put to work to deal with this bill. 

We have two examples in this chamber of bills that we will be dealing with this week that highlight the benefits 
of referring a bill to a parliamentary committee and how that will benefit this Parliament and ultimately the 
people of Western Australia, because it means this chamber will give them good legislation and the Legislative 
Council will have served the people of Western Australia for the purpose this place was established. When this 
place was established, its purpose was to protect individual landowner’s rights, but clearly this chamber has 
evolved into being a house of review. Now the commonly accepted purpose of this chamber is as a house of 
review. An important part of any house of review must be using its parliamentary committees. We need look no 
further than the twenty-second report of the Standing Committee on Legislation that was tabled today on the 
Workforce Reform Bill 2013, which we will debate today. 

Hon Donna Faragher: Does that mean you will deal with Workforce Reform Bill expeditiously? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We will give that bill the scrutiny it needs and deserves. I can assure 
Hon Donna Faragher that we will not need to go through a debate such as the one that we are going through now 
about referring a bill off to a committee. That is because of the good work of the Leader of the House and the 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 11 March 2014] 

 p870e-881a 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Helen Morton 

 [8] 

Leader of the Opposition before the end of the 2013 parliamentary session, when they combined to arrive at a 
very sensible decision that facilitated the work of the house immensely, to refer that bill to a parliamentary 
committee. 
Hon Peter Collier: All the work has been done now. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes; and my point is that was a brilliant way of dealing with it. 

Hon Peter Collier: And now you will deal with the bill expeditiously! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: We will deal with the amendments expeditiously. We will, of course, not move to refer 
the Workforce Reform Bill to a committee now! Why would we refer it off to a committee again? That would be 
nonsensical. The sort of debate we are having now will not need to occur on that bill. The minister will recall 
that because of the cooperation that existed been the opposition and government at the time there was not a long 
debate about referring the bill to a committee. That was a way in which the Leader of the House’s modern 
handling of the business of this chamber—compared with the approach of the former Leader of the House, 
Hon Norman Moore—got rid of a whole debate. The Leader of the House could have done that on this bill. If 
Hon Peter Collier had agreed to that, as he did so sensibly on the Workplace Reform Bill, he would have 
facilitated the passage of this legislation. The Leader of the House saved an enormous amount of time in 
debating the Workforce Reform Bill. The Leader of the House is right and if we were to come back tomorrow to 
debate the Workplace Reform Bill, without its being dealt with by a committee, we would probably have an 
extensive and prolonged debate about whether that bill should be referred to a committee. The 
Leader of the House’s sensible management of this house avoided that occurring. In fact, Hon Peter Collier’s 
sensible management of the house could have avoided this debate by referring this bill off to a committee a 
couple of weeks ago. But, even now, if the Leader of the House could get the responsible minister to jump up 
and say the government supported referring this bill to a committee, I suspect we would see the results of the 
good work of the committee coming back to this chamber. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Isn’t there also a benefit in referral to a committee that we do not take up the time of the 
house in plenary session arguing things that should have been sorted out in committee? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think that when we get to those key points, the work of the committee will assist us. 
Where there is agreement in the house about those matters, and the government agrees with those points, those 
matters will be dealt with far more expeditiously than they would otherwise have been. As the 
Leader of the House has seen in the committee’s report today, there are some areas of disagreement and I suspect 
we will continue to debate those issues in this chamber, but overall I am confident that the totality of the debate 
on the Workforce Reform Bill will be shortened because of that referral. The key issue is that the totality of the 
debate will now be shortened and the debate will not take as long as it otherwise might have. But I suspect 
because of the nature of that bill it will be a long debate. With the final seconds I have left, because I will not 
rely on an extension of time again, I encourage members to refer this bill to the legislation committee. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [4.05 pm]: I rise to indicate 
the government will not support the referral of the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013 to the Standing 
Committee on Legislation. In my reply, I will speak about the referral motion and respond to the debate that has 
taken place so far. The government is not interested in seeing this bill go to a committee. When we get around to 
debating the Workplace Reform Bill 2013, we will find that referring it to a committee but having a difference of 
opinion come back to the house will not change the outcome very much at all. I will now refer to the main 
reasons that the government does not support the referral of this bill to the legislation committee. I am aware 
there may be a question about my speaking on this issue. 

The PRESIDENT: Minister, you indicated you would like to sum up the second reading debate on this bill in 
conjunction with your comments on the referral motion. I would like to clarify that you cannot do both things 
together. In these remarks you need to speak to the motion, which is a referral to the legislation committee and 
then at some other point—hopefully we will eventually get to it—you can respond to debate on the second 
reading. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Thank you very much, Mr President. Although I did make those comments and I 
acknowledge your ruling, the wideranging discussion that members have had on this motion will not make much 
difference to the things I need to say. I am indicating why the government will not support this bill’s referral to a 
committee; in particular, the essence of the contributions from the majority of members has been around issues 
that are not specific to the clauses in the bill and referring this bill to a committee will not further the work that 
has been done on the bill. In fact, Hon Kate Doust made it very clear that this bill was primarily a technical bill. 
She said that the bill contained technical amendments that would not make amalgamations more or less likely. 
The point I am trying to make is that most members who have talked about the need to refer this bill to a 
committee have talked about wideranging aspects of local government reform and local government issues in 
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general, whereas the bill is quite narrow in the technical work that is involved and there is no difficulty in that 
work being addressed in the house. I do not think that opposition members have any intention of addressing the 
clauses in the bill; they want to deal with broad-ranging issues around local government reform. That is not the 
purpose of sending a bill to a committee, and the government will not support that. 

Unless it is specifically indicated that policy should be discussed, which is part of the motion, I do not think 
there has been any debate so far about the clarity or technical competence of the bill. The only issue that the 
opposition wants to discuss is the bill’s policy. 

Hon Ken Travers: There are a range of issues around the implications of the bill. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I will talk about those issues and why they do not require the bill being referred to a 
committee.  
I have heard people talk around issues to do with their views about local government, local government reviews 
and what they believe. A lot of it is very misinformed—some of it deliberate, I would say—and some of it is 
genuine scaremongering. It is misleading and a lot of emotive language has been used, and that sort of issue 
would prevail if the Local Government Amendment Bill 2013 went to a committee. I do not believe the 
opposition has any intention of dealing with the actual clauses of the bill or even the policy behind them because 
they do not go into the sorts of things people have been talking about. I am obviously unable to respond to every 
aspect raised, given that the comments have been so wideranging, but I will go through some of the aspects that 
do not relate to sending the bill to a committee that I will not be commenting on later.  

The bill will not change the way amalgamations or boundary changes will happen, as people have stated. Even 
without this bill going through Parliament, the processes currently in train under local government will continue; 
they will not be impacted by anything contained in this bill.  

Hon Ken Travers: This bill will change how they can deal with them.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: It will facilitate some of the processes, but that, again, will not necessarily change the 
way amalgamations or local boundary changes take place. That will continue as is.  

The requirement for an increase in the number of people on the Local Government Advisory Board was very 
clear because of the number of proposals that had already been received. That is an issue around workforce that 
can be dealt with in some other way. The bill covers things like increases to the number of board members and 
increases to quorums for meetings. They are very technical things not related to the policy of the bill. The bill 
will give the board flexibility in calling for submissions and the power to consider related submissions together, 
as Hon Ken Travers indicated. Once again, I do not believe that people are overly concerned about that aspect, 
but if there are concerns, they can be dealt with during the Committee of the Whole House. The bill explicitly 
gives the minister the ability to provide copies of government policy to the board. As Hon Kate Doust stated, 
they are primarily technical amendments.  

A lot of comments were made about nobody understanding the purpose of the reform processes underway at the 
moment. I anticipate that if the bill went to a committee, people would hope for some further understanding of 
them, but, seriously, it has been done to death. Apart from the 2012 Robson report, there is the 1954 
departmental report on boundaries that recommended a reduction to 11 or 19 councils. People can access that 
sort of information without the bill going to a committee. The 1968 Local Government Assessment Committee 
recommended a reduction from 27 to 17 councils. We do not need a committee inquiry; that has already been 
looked into. The 1972 Local Government Boundaries Commission recommended a reduction from 26 to 
18 councils; that information is available. The 1974 royal commission into metropolitan municipal boundaries 
recommended a reduction from 26 to 22 councils. There was the 1995 Structural Reform Advisory Committee, 
and the 2006 Local Government Advisory Board, which recommended a reduction from 30 to 23 councils, and a 
possible further reduction to 20. All these reforms have been looked into; the reports have already been done and 
they are there for people to look at. It is not necessary to go through a committee to find out the purpose behind a 
reduction in the number of councils. But despite all these reviews and information available to us, there has been 
little change, and this piecemeal approach that has been attempted so far obviously has not worked.  

There has also been a fair bit of discussion about having to send the bill to a committee to get the Western 
Australian Local Government Association’s viewpoints et cetera. The Local Government Association has 
already stated in a press release that the local government sector has generally acknowledged that there is need 
for reform and that what the state government has proposed is very close to the model endorsed by the sector. 
Comments have included things like “for the community” and “The proposed changes represent an opportunity 
for councils to achieve greater economies of scope and to be better positioned to provide the greater range of 
services demanded by the public.” It is not absolutely necessary that this bill go to committee, because this 
information is already on the record. Then there is the work that has come from Subiaco–Nedlands, where in 
2011, KPMG undertook a feasibility study into the merger of the cities and found they could achieve savings 
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between $3.1 million and $4.4 million a year. It is not necessary for this bill to go to a committee to find that sort 
of information. That sort of information is on the record. It has been taken into account, and it is available for 
people to look at right now. They also talked about improved access to grants, new strategic state partnerships, 
improved workforce planning and reduced service duplication—all this information is available and does not 
need to be looked into by a committee.  

People in this place have indicated that this government needs to be quite courageous to take on a reform of this 
nature, and I agree, but we do not need to go to committee to find that out. But we should have a look at what the 
Western Australian Local Government Association has said, and I will mention a little about how WALGA is 
constituted. People should not continue to assume that somehow or other WALGA is a voice for one political 
party or another. I do not think that is at all possible. The president of WALGA, Mr Troy Pickard, welcomed the 
proposed changes and said they would provide a stronger voice. The changes in the bill would provide a stronger 
voice for the sector in the board’s deliberations on metropolitan reform. We do not need to go to committee to 
find out what WALGA thinks because it is telling us quite clearly.  

We also do not need to go to committee to find out what members opposite think because they already made 
comments about the benefits of local reform generally. I will quote this comment — 

“The amalgamation will create the capacity for a consolidated local government to serve the community 
effectively, …  

Another comment is that — 

“It will avoid any duplication of services and future cost savings can be directed into community 
services.” 

Those comments were made by a person opposite who still wants to send the bill to a committee to find out the 
benefits. Members opposite are screwing their noses up and wondering who said it—I will let them know in a 
little while.  

Hon Darren West: It is not right.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Just wait, because the comments were from a media statement put out by a Labor 
Party member. The media statement further reads — 

As part of the amalgamation process, the positions of the members of both local governments — 

Those positions would be declared vacant for six months before a new election took place, and that would be 
fine as well. That media statement was put out by the then Minister for Local Government in 2007. 

Several members interjected.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: That person is still a member and is still talking about the benefits of local 
government reform and what the amalgamation will deliver. The purposes of amalgamation are clearly 
identified — 

“This amalgamation will deliver many economic and social benefits by ensuring more efficient delivery 
of services …  

Members opposite are saying they do not know why amalgamation is necessary, and that we need to go to a 
committee to find out why amalgamations are important, but members of the former Labor government have 
referred to the benefits of amalgamation. How could members opposite possibly still need to go to a committee 
to find out the benefits of amalgamation? It is ridiculous.  
Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Only one member at a time. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Thank you, Mr President. I would mention that there have been a couple of 
references to opposition members being keen to hear the government’s position, but once the government starts 
speaking, they seriously do not want to hear. I agree that we are a courageous government—we do not need to 
go to a committee to find that out! We are not avoiding the issue; there is a need for local government reform. I 
understand the former government, although it recognised the benefits of local government reform, did not have 
the courage to take reform on. It could not do it despite knowing the benefits and despite its minister clearly 
articulating them. That government did not have the courage and the minister did not have its support—the 
former government just did not have the ability to make the change. 

I also mention that at times there has been discussion about going to a committee to find out what other people 
think and that we need people from the general public to give views about how they feel about local government 
reform. I think the people gave a very clear indication about its interest, or lack of, in the particular amendments 
or issues around local government reform at the last local government elections when the fears that that recent 
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local election would see one of the worst turnout rates in recent history were actually realised, despite thousands 
of votes arriving on the final day—that information came from the Western Australian Electoral Commission. 
Despite huge rallying—I know that happened particularly in the seat of Belmont—in the last day or two there 
were still terrible numbers of voters and only 28 per cent of people across Western Australia turned out to vote. 
That was a drop of three per cent on the 2011 election and it happened despite the significantly growing 
population in Western Australia at the moment. Therefore, we seriously do not need to go to a committee to find 
out what the general population thinks. In this case I am referring to the residents who want to turn out to have a 
voice in these things; they have already indicated their voice in that election. 

I also hear people saying that we need to go to a committee to find out what the benefits of local government 
reform are and that the government has never put out its position on that. Yet, here I am holding a very clear 
message from the government about working towards reform — 

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: This document was put out in November 2013, so the information has been out there 
for a while. The document discusses things like the issues around swimming pools, for example, with some 
permits granted within weeks and others only in months. There is also discussion about wheelie bins, with some 
councils supplying three wheelie bins and others not. Another point of discussion is that some councils allow 
alfresco dining and some do not. These are the sorts of silly arrangements that occur across the board. There is 
also the issue of building applications. 

Hon Ken Travers: So bring in a statewide law that allows it. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I think even Hon Ken Travers talked about the time different permits take to get 
granted. Some councils have approved applications for small buyers, but some do not, and so on. It is not as if 
the government has not put out accurate, clear and concise information for people, if only they wanted to read or 
take notice of it. Seriously, Mr President, there are people — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! One at a time. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Once again, the opposition does not want to hear what is being said, even though it 
has been asking for the government’s response; the government is making a response right now. 

I will not get into talking about all of the issues about boundary adjustments versus amalgamations because they 
are not seriously impacted by this bill. It is ridiculous to talk about the sorts of things that people have been 
talking about in that respect. There are 37 proposals currently with the Local Government Advisory Board and I 
note that a number of those have come from the electorates about which various members of the opposition have 
been speaking. I am sure opposition members have read the proposals because they are all available on the 
website of the Local Government Advisory Board and they affect every one of those members. These are 
proposals that have been put in; people are actively involved in this process right now, as members know, and 
they are putting in their submissions for boundary adjustments. Right now the Local Government Advisory 
Board has a job to do. Part of the amendments in this bill will enable it to deal with a substantial number of 
submissions proposals that have been brought forward. That was the level of facilitation; it was like an added 
workforce. However, the advisory board will be able to continue doing the work it is doing for the time being 
without this bill passing. That is where things are moving. 

I also want to make some comments about why we do not need to go to a committee to look at the issues around 
how people get onto the Local Government Advisory Board. That is one of the areas about which people would 
like to have had some more input. 

Hon Kate Doust: Let’s send it to a committee so they can have some input into it. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Once again, members are asking to go to a committee on things that are already 
plainly available if they were just to do a bit of research. We seriously do not need a committee to sit and do the 
work that I could do in one second. I am talking about things like — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I want to talk about the increase to the number of members of the board and why 
going to a committee on that issue is not necessarily a big deal. The increases to the board will happen as 
follows. First of all, there will still be a chair—whether there are five members or nine members, there will still 
be a chair. On the five-member board there were two WALGA-nominated people and on the nine-member team 
there will be four members nominated by WALGA. There is one member—it makes no difference here—put 
forward by Local Government Managers Australia, so that will not change. There is also one departmental 
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person and that applies on the existing board and the new board. At this stage, nothing has changed despite what 
is being proposed or thought by the other side that somehow or the other these changes will give the minister a 
greater say in anything. 

Hon Ken Travers: He chooses them, member. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Let me just go through that, because I think Hon Ken Travers will be surprised about 
how that happens as well. There are then the two community members on the board, who are equivalent to the 
extra members from WALGA. The balance of who the minister gets to choose and who he does not get to 
choose has not changed; there will be no greater advantage to the minister—if that is the way opposition 
members want to think about it—in having a nine-member team instead of a five-member team. 

Members do the Local Government Advisory Board a bit of a disservice when they talk about its members being 
chosen by the minister, so let me talk about how nominees are put into these places. First of all, WALGA is 
made up of the 137 or 138 local government authorities, so quite a broad number of people can put their names 
forward. WALGA calls the nominations and any elected member who is currently on a council can nominate. 
The WALGA selection committee prepares a shortlist, and again the selection committee is made up of elected 
members. Therefore, the government or the minister of the day will not have any input into this process; it is 
done wholly and solely by the members of WALGA. The shortlist is then taken to the WALGA state council, 
and once again, the state council of WALGA is made up of elected members. There is no political influence in 
this process, unless members are telling me that the state council or selection committee of WALGA has 
somehow or other been influenced by a political party, or in fact by all political parties—I do not know. This is 
WALGA doing its work for itself. The WALGA state council can ratify or remove any of the names it wants to 
from the list that has been put up. This is WALGA determining who represents it on the Local Government 
Advisory Board. To somehow or other suggest that four people on the board rather than two, who will be 
nominated wholly and solely by the Western Australian Local Government Association, gives the Minister for 
Local Government some kind of advantage is a reference to either individuals’ own ignorance about the way in 
which this happens or it is an implication that somehow or other WALGA is not being an independent body in 
its own right. I do not think anybody would suggest that either. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 892.] 
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