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the amount of the grant, are consistent across all jurisdictions.  However, each State and Territory will implement separate
legislation to give effect to the scheme.  The impact of the assistance provided by this scheme is expected to be significant.
In the first year alone, it is expected that over 17 000 applicants in Western Australia will be able to claim assistance
totalling nearly $120m.  By the end of the decade, it is expected that assistance in excess of $1.3b will have been provided.
The payment of the grant is not means tested and there is no upper limit on the value of the property being acquired. 

However, to receive the grant, each of the applicants must comply with five eligibility criteria.  The first and second criteria
require the application to be made by a natural person who is an Australian citizen or permanent resident.  Where joint
applications are made, only one of the applicants is required to meet the citizenship or residency test.  The third and fourth
eligibility criteria will disqualify any person if the person or his or her spouse has previously received an earlier grant
anywhere in Australia, or has held a relevant interest in residential property, including an investment property, prior to
1 July 2000.  The fifth eligibility requirement provides that all applicants must occupy the home to which the grant relates
as their principal place of residence within a 12-month period.  Failure to fulfil this condition after the grant has been paid
will result in the applicant being required to repay the full amount of the grant.

To be successful, the application for the grant must also relate to an "eligible transaction".  Three types of transaction are
provided for:  A contract to purchase an established home that is entered into on or after 1 July 2000; a contract to build
a new home that is entered into on or after 1 July 2000; and the construction of a first home by an owner builder where the
building work commences on or after 1 July 2000.  Only one grant is payable for the same eligible transaction.  This means
that where two or more persons jointly purchase or build their first home, only one amount of $7 000 will be paid.  The Bill
also contains anti-avoidance provisions to deny the payment of a grant to an applicant who effectively contracts before 1
July 2000 to enter into a binding contract after 1 July 2000.  It should be noted that the anti-avoidance provisions do not
prevent pre-construction activity occurring as a precursor to a post 1 July 2000 binding contract, if the arrangement in
relation to the pre-construction activity allows both parties to walk away at any time without a requirement to sign a binding
contract.

A further important feature of the scheme is that the applicant must either have title or other acceptable security of tenure
to the land on which the home is or will be situated.  The Bill provides an extensive definition of what constitutes a relevant
interest in the land on which the dwelling is located.  The Bill also proposes that all persons who will have a relevant interest
in the land on which the home is located at the completion of the eligible transaction must be an applicant for the grant.
This means that failure by any one applicant to meet the eligibility criteria will disqualify all parties from receiving the grant
in relation to that transaction.  A specific exclusion from this requirement is provided for Homeswest in relation to its shared
equity schemes, and for certain purchases involving a purple title.  The Bill includes a number of standard administration
provisions, including rights of objection and appeal where a grant is not approved.  Comprehensive information sharing
powers are set out in the Bill, allowing information to be shared with agencies administering similar legislation across
Australia.

The Bill also includes extensive investigatory powers to ensure only eligible applicants receive the grant.  Recovery powers,
including the ability to lodge a memorial over the land acquired, are included in the Bill to ensure that the $7 000 grant can
be recovered where no entitlement existed, or conditions attached to its payment were not met.

The scheme has been actively promoted by the Ministry of Housing since early March this year.  This was necessary to
ensure that intending purchasers and builders of first homes could make an informed decision.  In this State, the scheme
will be administered by the State Revenue Department, which has significant expertise and data matching systems to ensure
that only those persons who are eligible for the grant will receive the benefit of it.  To reduce the effort required for a person
to apply for the grant, the State Revenue Department is working with a range of financial institutions and associated
providers of first home finance to allow potential applicants to apply for the grant through their financial institution at the
time they seek finance.  Those persons who do not require finance, or who are financing through a financial institution that
has not elected to provide such an application service, will be able to apply directly to the State Revenue Department.

It is also important to recognize that the $7 000 grant is in addition to, rather than in place of, existing first home buyer
assistance currently provided by the State.  This includes the Keystart first homebuyer scheme; Aboriginal home ownership
scheme; Access home loan scheme; GoodStart scheme; and right to buy scheme.  The assistance provided by the home
buyers assistance fund and current stamp duty concessions for first home owners will also continue unaffected.

This legislation will have a significant and ongoing impact in ensuring that home affordability for first home owners buyers
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That the Bill be now read a second time.
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In March 1999, I made a statement to Parliament which related to the tabling of the draft Fremantle Rockingham Industrial
Area Regional Strategy, otherwise known as FRIARS.  The strategy was made available for public comment and since then
substantial work has been undertaken to consult with the community and finalise the plan.  At the time I tabled the FRIARS
document, I made a number of points about the nature of land use change and the benefits which the FRIARS plan would
bring to the Kwinana buffer area.  This area has been blighted by many years of inaction, where a clear view of land use
change backed by clear decisions by government was missing.  I made the points that the metropolitan area was facing a
shortage of industrial land and, in advocating land use change, the FRIARS plan would yield environmental benefits,
including a positive contribution to cleaning up Cockburn Sound.  The plan provides the context within which ambivalence
to further development has been removed and there is a clear notion of future land use for the area.  The plan provides for
a wide range of planning benefits, including more than 10 000 jobs located close to where people will be living, the
establishment of a wide range of industries which will meet world’s best practice, and the clarification of property issues
which are currently clouded by indecision.

In the past 12 months, the Ministry for Planning has undertaken perhaps the most comprehensive consultation campaign
that has ever been undertaken on a planning issue in Western Australia.  The ministry opened a community information
centre at Wattleup, which has been a major focal point for dealing with inquiries directly with the public.  This shop front
has handled more than 4 000 direct inquiries through people visiting the shop, telephone contacts, property interviews and
a number of home-based interviews undertaken by a community resource officer.  In addition to those initiatives, copies
of the plan were made widely available in the community.  Every landholder received information about the plan on an
ongoing basis through newsletters and other information.  There were calls for written submissions of which 322 were
received, and hearings were undertaken in August 1999, at which affected landholders could be heard by an independent
hearings panel.  I released the hearings panel report last December.

In the context of all of the work that has been done, a number of clear messages emerged.  These were for the Government
to act decisively in mapping out the long-term future of the area and its communities, the need for adjustments to be made
to the boundary of the proposed industrial areas and for decisions to be made as soon as possible.  On that basis, and in
weighing up all of the technical and planning advice which has been analysed through the process, and the large amount
of public input, the Government has decided to implement a modified version of option 4 of the FRIARS report. This is
a particularly difficult decision as it involves the greatest amount of change in the area and the gradual phasing out of the
Wattelup and Hope Valley townsites.  This option advocates the establishment of 800 hectares of general industrial land
in the current Kwinana air quality buffer and 100 hectares of heavy industrial land at Hope Valley.  There is no doubt that
the continuation of these townsites will see a reduction in their amenity and quality of life.  As increased industrial and
transport activities proceed, these towns will suffer from increased noise and will be alienated from their hinterlands.  It
has been said that they resemble rural towns but the nature of development will lead to their changing character .  I have
released the final FRIARS planning report today which outlines these arguments. 

The Government is aware of the differing aspirations of the community in the affected area and it is sensitive to these
aspirations.  FRIARS is a long-term plan which will need careful implementation.  This is a plan which will provide choice.
Some people will want to leave the area sooner than others.  Others may not wish to leave for a long time.  In the short term,
there is no compulsion for them to leave; it will be their choice.  For those residents and landholders who choose to leave,
there will be a staged acquisition process.  It is not possible for the Government to acquire all land immediately and it is
not desirable for that to happen. 

The Government is serious about its commitment to resolve longstanding issues and, at the same time, help people who are
in difficult situations.  Over the past nine months the Western Australian Planning Commission has been acquiring
properties in the townsites of Wattleup and Hope Valley on the basis of genuine hardship cases.  It has taken this action and
eased the personal stress and hardship of more than 50 families in the area.  In any future acquisition program, hardship
will remain as a major criterion for setting priorities in the area to ensure that those who are the most deserving get a fair
go.  

The Government also does not see land acquisition as being the sole preserve of government.  There is no impediment to
private sector involvement in the development of the area.  In fact, it is highly desirable.  I am pleased to announce that the
Government will provide $50m of funding over 10 years to specifically acquire property in the townsite areas.  LandCorp
will fund property acquisition in the rural areas which will form the largest areas of the project.  Over a 20-year time frame,
this reflects the current land use commitments in the area.

One of the key issues has been the long periods associated with decisions in this area.  In order to provide as much clarity
as soon as possible, the Government has decided to introduce legislation to deal with the matter.  Given the nature and
extent of consultation that has occurred in the preparation of this plan, we need to act to provide certainty to landowners
in the area.  That is not to say that this will be an instant fix or instant panacea, but it is one for which we are prepared to
take decisive action.  It is clear that people do not want further consultation on planning matters, but they want decisions
to be made and surety of process.  It is this surety of process upon which the legislation is based.

If the Government were to proceed with a range of statutory amendments to town planning schemes in the metropolitan
region scheme, it would take another few years of process to resolve the issue before more detailed planning could occur.
Given the issues that have been canvassed and the exhaustive nature of consultation, it is quite clear that the public wants
a firm decision.  That is what the legislation is about.
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I am pleased to advise that the Government has decided that, following promulgation of the legislation, LandCorp will be
the implementing agency for the FRIARS plan.  LandCorp has extensive experience in the land development area and has
produced award winning developments across the State.  It is within this very strong land development background that
LandCorp will operate.  It is the Government’s intention that any development on this land will be world class and state
of the art.  Although some people have tried, and will try, to paint industrial development in this area as one of continuing
smokestacks, that is certainly not the case.  The area of land identified ensures that a range of industries can be established
there.  FRIARS represents an integrated estate comprising technology- based industries, business parks and general industry.
This will complement other employment areas in the metropolitan region, particularly some of the world class industries
which currently exist in the south west corridor.

There is some capacity in land use planning terms for an extension of the Kwinana industrial area into the Hope Valley area,
but this will be undertaken by applying the highest environmental standards and within the existing limitations of the
Kwinana air shed.  The Hope Valley-Wattleup Redevelopment Bill broadly establishes the functions of the implementing
authority and its requirements to prepare a master plan, which will be subject to a thorough environmental assessment by
the Environmental Protection Authority.  This master planning process will be very rigorous and subject to public scrutiny.
The plan will also be subject to the approval of the Western Australian Planning Commission.

The Bill also removes the application of the Town Planning and Development Act and the Metropolitan Region Town
Planning Scheme Act from the project area.  This will enable planning control to be assumed through the Western
Australian Planning Commission and an efficient development control mechanism to be set in place.  Clause 34 of the Bill
also sets out compensation mechanisms, which will enable landowners to make claims for compensation for injurious
affection as if the area were subject to a town planning scheme.

To complement the package of measures in the legislation, LandCorp will also prepare a social transition strategy to address
the social issues associated with the implementation of the plan.  This strategy, which was recommended by the hearings
panel, will be a major contribution to community planning at the local level.  The shop front at Wattleup will be retained
as a major conduit for information to the local community.  It is simply not realistic to do nothing in this area.  This would
lead to a loss of confidence, continued uncertainty and a potential decline in property values.  The area has been subject
to uncertainty for many years.  This is an opportunity to resolve a wide range of planning issues for the long term benefit
of the State and for the benefit of land-holders in the area.  I commend the Bill to the House.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Cunningham.

ROAD TRAFFIC AMENDMENT BILL 1999

Consideration in Detail

Resumed from 5 April.

Clause 30:  Section 58 replaced -

Debate was adjourned after Ms MacTiernan had moved the following amendment -

Page 22, after line 13 - To insert the following -

(3) Where a vehicle is used for commercial or business purposes or forms part of the stock of a
business, then reasonable measures or arrangements will mean at least retaining an accurate
record of the person to whom custody of the vehicle was given at any time.  For the purposes
of this subsection commercial or business purposes includes public sector purposes.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The Opposition acknowledges the importance of the provisions that have been inserted by the
Government's amendments, and it is not in any way seeking to derogate from those provisions.  However, the Opposition
wants to give the proposed section a little more substance.  These provisions do not specifically deal with the identification
of traffic camera fines.  These are more a general duty to identify an offending driver or person in charge of a vehicle; for
example, where a vehicle is involved in an accident and an attempt is being made to identify the driver responsible, who
may have fled the scene.  The current provision is that a person responsible for a vehicle commits an offence if the
responsible person fails to take reasonable measures, or make reasonable arrangements, to ensure that if a driver identity
request is made in relation to the vehicle, the responsible person will be able to comply with it.  The Opposition seeks to
amplify that provision and to clarify what "reasonable arrangements" might mean.  It has moved to amend the clause to
provide that where a vehicle is used for commercial or business purposes or forms part of the stock of a business - that is,
if it is a car in a car yard - then reasonable measures or arrangements will mean at least retaining an accurate record of the
person to whom custody of the vehicle was given at any time.

That also includes public sector uses.  The issue here is whether this is an impost on business.  We know from comments
made by the member for Geraldton that any prudent business would do this; and from comments made by insurers we know
one cannot make a claim in the case of a motor vehicle accident without the claimant demonstrating who was driving at
the time.  Any company that had reasonable commercial probity would keep those records.  This amendment will not
impose something that is unreasonable, as any reasonable company would do this.  Without this mechanism we will not
get to the nitty-gritty to make sure that companies that are asked who was driving the vehicle are able to comply with that
request.  We have confined this amendment to business, because that is where the problem largely arises.  It is far easier
for businesses to say that dozens of people use the car through a pool arrangement and anyone can take it out.  It is more
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MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [2.52 pm]:  I am not a member of the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation
but, with the indulgence of the Chair, I would like to speak to the report.  I thank the members of the committee for the
diligence and time they took to inquire into this matter and produce a report.  Although the report addresses only part of
the range of issues and problems, considerable attention and time was given to try to sort out some of the problems relating
to the regulations, and I express my thanks to them for that effort.

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE ANTI-CORRUPTION COMMISSION

Report on Hearings Held in Legislative Council Chamber on 5 May 2000

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [2.53 pm]:  I present for tabling the "Report on the Hearings Held by the Joint Standing
Committee on the Anti-Corruption Commission in the Legislative Council Chamber Parliament House, Perth on Friday,
5 May 2000".  I commend the report to the House.  The report is unusual as it is simply the transcript of the hearings.  The
Deputy Speaker, as a member of the committee, will be aware that a number of key people were invited to address the
committee during open hearings on 5 May 2000.  The people invited to address the hearings are thought to be major
stakeholders in the operation of the Anti-Corruption Commission:  Mr Dean, the President of the Police Union (WA); Mr
Les Ayton, a former senior Western Australian police officer, who has very strong opinions on the operations of the Anti-
Corruption Commission, the Police Service generally and the former Commissioner of Police; Judge Urquhart, the
Chairman of the New South Wales Police Integrity Commission, which is a well-regarded organisation similar to the Anti-
Corruption Commission; Mr Terry O'Connor, the Chairman of the Anti-Corruption Commission; Mr Murray Allen, the
Ombudsman; and Mr Terry O'Gorman, the President of the Australian Council for Civil Liberties and a New South Wales
criminal lawyer.  Submissions were also made by Mr Matthews, the serving Commissioner of Police; Mr Charlwood, the
director of investigations for the Anti-Corruption Commission; and Mr Lienert, the deputy commissioner responsible for
the professional standards portfolio of the Police Service.  The witnesses were asked a series of questions about the extent
to which they believe official corruption exists in Western Australia and about some of the controversial aspects of the
operations of the Anti-Corruption Commission.  Some of the submissions received publicity in the media, particularly the
assertion by Mr Terry O'Connor that he believes there is a not insignificant amount of corruption among detectives in the
Western Australia Police Service.  That statement received considerable publicity, and it is on the public record that Mr
O'Connor subsequently met Mr Matthews to convey his belief about the extent of corruption in the Police Service.  

The Anti-Corruption Commission was formed in the wake of the Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of
Government and Other Matters, which led to the Commission on Government and its recommendations.  The Anti-
Corruption Commission was established to replace the Official Corruption Commission.  The atmosphere in which the Anti-
Corruption Commission was established was one of political corruption; that is, perceptions of improper conduct and
corruption in the political sphere.  Almost all the speeches made during debate on the Bill to establish that organisation
referred to the corruption and misconduct in the political, or senior administrative, sphere of the public sector.  Virtually
no mention was made of the Police Service during the debate on the legislation or in the then minister's second reading
speech.  Since then, the work of the Anti-Corruption Commission has been almost entirely concerned with the Police
Service and has drawn the Police Union into an adversarial role.  

The committee wished to hear the views of the major stakeholders, including police officers, the Police Union and the
Commissioner of Police, and to receive advice from people in jurisdictions which had experience from which the committee
could benefit; that is, Judge Urquhart and Terry O'Gorman, who is best described as the leading civil libertarian in Australia.
Mr O'Gorman is concerned with protecting the rights of citizens, including those who are suspected of crime.  The witnesses
all made substantial and structured contributions.  It is the first time the committee has conducted public hearings, and it
was a successful exercise.  The hearing focused on the issues.  People did not give a monologue on the subject of their
choice; they were invited to address specific issues.  For the most part, the committee received significant evidence from
people who, by virtue of the positions they hold or the experience they have had, had a contribution to make on those issues.

The committee is preparing a report which will be informed, in part, by the information received from the public hearing.

I anticipate that that report will be able to be produced early in the session after the winter break.  That report is, in essence,
the transcript of hearings of that very important hearing.  I commend the report to people who have an interest in these
issues.  It is a substantial document and addresses a number of the important issue in a constructive and creative way.

[See paper No 993.]

HOPE VALLEY-WATTLEUP REDEVELOPMENT BILL 2000

Second Reading

Resumed from 6 April.

MS MacTIERNAN (Armadale) [3.00 pm]:  The Opposition will not support this legislation because it does not constitute
good or modern planning, nor is it fair to the hundreds of people who reside in the Hope Valley-Wattleup area and the area
currently under the Kwinana air buffer zone.  I know that the minister sees his actions in making what he describes as a hard
decision as a courageous move, but to the residents of this area, many of whom have lived there for 25 to 40 years, it is a
callous and cruel decision to develop the area in the way that is proposed in this legislation.  It is true that sometimes hard
decisions must be made and that not all people are going to be happy with every decision that is made.  From time to time
the concept of the greater good must unfortunately prevail over the interests of some individuals because of the economic
and other needs of the State.  However, the Opposition does not believe this is a situation that can be justified on the basis
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that it leads to the greater good; indeed, as we go through this legislation, we will show that what it aims to achieve is not
to the benefit of the State in the long term. 

Let us look at what is being proposed.  This Bill will take about 1 000 hectares - there is some vagueness as to whether it
is 900 or 1 000 hectares - of the Hope Valley-Wattleup area of the metropolitan region scheme.  Under this Bill that will
then come under the jurisdiction of LandCorp, which will develop it substantially as an industrial zone and engage it in a
land acquisition and land sale program.  The Bill specifically provides that it will close down the town sites of Hope Valley
and Wattleup over the next 10 years by progressively buying out residents' properties.  It will rezone 100 hectares around
the existing town site of Hope Valley as heavy industrial and it will create a general industrial estate of in excess of 800
hectares.  Labor does not support this legislation.  We reject the further provision for heavy industry within this State.  We
believe the land currently set aside for heavy industry is adequate for the foreseeable future.  We do not believe additional
areas need to be set aside.  Equally important is if there is to be an expansion of heavy industry within the State, we question
whether it should be concentrated in this one area.  

Considerable improvements have been made in the pollution emissions from the existing heavy industry, however it is quite
unfair to expect one part of the State, in particular one part of the metropolitan area, to carry the entire burden of the State's
heavy industry.  If additional areas must be set aside - acknowledging that within the currently zoned heavy industry areas
there is land that could be used for expansion of existing enterprises if that was necessary - the evidence does not support
the need for additional land to be set aside for heavy industry in this area.  On several occasions industry has indicated that
it does not foresee the need to expand within the foreseeable future.  A number of heavy industrial sites have been proposed
elsewhere around the State, all of which have their own opponents and supporters as one would expect.  It is not fair that
one area should be loaded with the entire burden of the State's heavy industry.  The Opposition nevertheless supports and
understands that that area is ideally suited to an expansion of general industry.  Some groups, such as the Wattleup Citizens
Association, are not even happy about an expansion of general industry within the area. However, it is the Opposition's view
that there is such a need.  

Canning Vale is virtually fully occupied and further broad acre general industrial land is needed.  Operating within a buffer
zone seems to be an appropriate place to put such industries.  The Opposition does not subscribe to the view that we need
in the order of 800 or 900 hectares.  We do note, however, that it took Canning Vale, an estate of around 450 hectares, 25
to 29 years to be completed.  We also note that it has within it, many large land-hungry enterprises which were relocated
out of central Perth.  Industries such as the Perth metropolitan markets, which is a very land intensive development, were
located out there, as was the Swan Brewery.  Many manufacturing processes now require smaller rather than large areas
of land.  It has been put to us that there have been other developments, in particular the advent and spectacular growth of
direct mail and Internet shopping, and that there is a growing demand for these industries to use large warehouse sites.
These are the types of land-hungry industries that would be located within the area; the Opposition accepts that.  However,
we also say that it is very silly for us to attempt to concentrate all of those industries in one area.  That will lead to an
exacerbation of the difficulties we already have in moving freight around the Perth metropolitan area. 

Roads such as Leach Highway and parts of Stock Road are already very close to maximum loading.  Major problems are
occurring around the metropolitan area as people are objecting to heavy haulage vehicles coming off some of the major
roads and on to local distributor roads because of less room on the major roads.  If we encourage a planning structure
whereby all the warehouses servicing the entire metropolitan area are in this one location, those problems will be magnified.
As I said, we have seen problems with heavy haulage vehicles moving in and out of the metropolitan area.  We do not need
to compound them by building a substantial portion of our warehousing in that one area.

In the long term, that will not make economic sense.  As I have said in this place during other debates, there is no doubt
that the cost of transport must increase.  There will be substantial and long-term increases in the price of fuel.  From an
occupational health and safety point of view, the current regime's regulating of the trucking industry and the rates of
payments to drivers, particularly owner drivers, are not sustainable.  Over the next 10 years, the relative cost of transport
will increase markedly, for which we must plan. 

We must do what we can to get our points of production and storage closer to the locations at which they are going to be
used to reduce the transport component.  As fossil fuels and transport generally have been relatively low cost items in
Australia, we have tended not to synchronise transport and land-use planning.  We have been able to get away with moving
goods around at a relatively low cost compared with the general cost of production or handling and have not taken it into
account.  However, this state of affairs will not continue.

The Opposition accepts that a substantial area of general industrial use is desirable in what will be called the Hope Valley-
Wattleup air buffer zone that we are debating today.  However, without locking it into a precise figure, the Opposition
considers that 400 to 500 hectares would have been adequate for the needs of Perth over the next 20 years.  It has become
increasingly orthodox to say that when planning, particularly in a metropolitan context, it is unwise to plan for more than
20 years ahead, simply because the rate of change in technology makes it difficult to make sensible judgments for much
more than 20 years hence, certainly on land use.

The Opposition has rejected the blanket industrial zone.  It would like to see a mosaic zoning that will accommodate
conservation areas, rural uses and industrial developments.  Rather than a great big slab of industrial land, there should be
a more complex configuration including a mixture of conservation around the town sites, which should be interspersed with
rural and general industrial allotments.  That sort of development has occurred across the western world and appears to have
been successful.
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We note in particular that very little weight has been given in the Fremantle Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy
to the importance of the agricultural industry in this area.  I understand something like $17m a year is generated from
agricultural uses within this buffer zone, particularly from market gardens, being one of the key areas very close to its
market.  There are some very good arguments for retaining a considerable amount of that rural activity.

It is also the view of the Opposition that the town sites should not be closed down.  For the reasons we have articulated
previously, there is no need for further land to be set aside in this area for heavy industry.  Somewhere between 400 and
500 hectares of general industrial land would be adequate to service the reasonable needs for the foreseeable future for
industrial land in that area.  The imperative to close down the towns of Wattleup and Hope Valley would not then exist.
It has been argued from time to time that they must be closed down because they are an impediment to industry in the area.
The Opposition convened a community forum at which business groups and community groups were represented.  The
message that came through was that industry was not arguing we should get rid of those town sites.  That is not to say they
did not have concerns about future environmental standards.  However, there is an admission they were operating well and
truly within the emission standards admissible at this time; in fact they were operating with very comfortable margins inside
the parameters.  Even if emission laws were tightened, it seems that a fair amount of fat would give comfort to the existing
operations.  In fact, they are operating within such a low band of what is permissible at present, their desire to expand will
not be seriously jeopardised by the existence of these town sites.

Having said that, the Opposition appreciates that it is not desirable to increase the level of risk experienced by business in
that regard.  For that reason, we will not agree to any further subdivision within the area, although some of the residential
groups have indicated they want the right of further subdivision within that buffer zone.  The Opposition supports the
concerns of industry but believes industry's needs and concerns do not warrant tearing people out of their communities in
which they have established deep and profound roots.  Nevertheless, we recognise that the presence of residential use within
that area represents some sort of increased threat to industry.

For that reason it is not the Australian Labor Party's intention to allow any further increase in subdivisions in that area,
although we would allow the existing town sites to remain.  People who live there have a commitment to the area and have
expressed very passionately the importance of the area to them.  This is where they have established their families, where
their children have grown up and where they have developed strong friendships and lifestyles which they wish to preserve.
As I said, governments sometimes have to make hard decisions and say to people, "We understand that is what you want
but the greater good requires otherwise."  For the reasons we have outlined in this place, we do not believe this is one of
these situations.  We believe these people can be accommodated.

I know the minister will say that no-one is being forced out of his or her home.  There are provisions in this legislation for
the resumption of the land.  It is clear in this policy that the plan is for the town sites to be closed down.  People will be
virtually forced to leave their homes by a process of attrition as their community is decimated.

Mr Thomas:  That is a gross injustice.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  It is a gross injustice.  The minister also said that people do not really care what the decision is, all they
want is certainty.  It is true that people are looking for some certainty but that does not mean they are prepared to accept
a certain but unfair decision.   They could equally have been given certainty by being told that their communities would
be allowed to remain.  They could then have gone about the business of rebuilding their communities.

This decision does not offer the degree of certainty that the minister often claims it does.  The land acquisition and the
rezoning process will take place over 22 years.  An extract from the submission prepared by the Kwinana air buffer zone
steering committee states -

Whilst it is claimed the FRIARS Strategy is aimed at providing certainty for landowners located within the buffer,
this staging will result in those landowners within Stage 2 and 3 comprising some 600ha will be required to wait
somewhere in the order of 8 to 22 years prior to any potential rezoning (and a much longer period for acquisition).

As I said, the minister has managed to get approval for $50m to acquire the town site land over 10 years.  That could mean
that some people will be left waiting a considerable period of time and in the meantime their communities are being
decimated.

Mr Kierath:  They could forward-fund it, if they wanted to.

Mr Thomas:  At what sort of discount?

Mr Kierath:  I am saying we have allocated money over 10 years.  It is possible, if there is a huge rush of people wanting
to sell out, to borrow the money to pay them out now and use the money that has been allocated, the $5m in each year, to
service that borrowing.  That is what I meant by forward funding.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I take the minister's point.

Mr Thomas:  They will get it at rural prices though, not industrial prices.

Mr Kierath:  Under this strategy they will be able to do it themselves.  If they want to apply to be rezoned industrial from
rural, they can do that off their own bat; they do not have to do it through LandCorp.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  On a quarter-acre block in Hope Valley?
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Mr Kierath:  The residential blocks are difficult.  The member for Cockburn referred to rural land.  I was explaining that
people on rural land are able to do that off their own bat.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Without any planning?

Mr Kierath:  Once a concept plan is agreed and if their land fits within that concept plan, they will be able to seek approval.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  The minister has indicated that he is prepared to consider some financing arrangements that might
enable those matters to be brought forward.  That might deal, in part, with some of the problems and we would regard that
as an advance.  However, that is not our preferred position.  We do not believe those town sites should be closed down and,
indeed, their presence provides a bit of a pool of labour for industry in that area.

I return to what I believe is the planning concept that we will need to get on top of in the next 10 years; that is, we must have
people closer to their places of work.  We must have the end users closer to their place of production because we will not
have the luxury forever of the relative cheapness of transport that we have today.  If we want our cities to work, we must
become smarter about planning.  We cannot have enormous zones in the future of what are effectively monocultures as they
require enormous inputs of transport both in and out of them.  The idea we are talking about of cell development and
mosaics will be the way of the future.  

Obviously the Government will be successful in having this legislation passed through this House; its fate is uncertain in
the upper House.  We want to state clearly to the people in the Kwinana buffer zone area that all is not lost, even if the
legislation is passed.  This is enabling legislation only and a Labor Government would not seek to put it into effect in this
area.  We would not necessarily oppose having the area as a separate region to be administered initially outside the
metropolitan region scheme.  We will be moving amendments which, although they may be unsuccessful now, we will have
every intention of putting into practice when we are elected to government.  The amendments would see the formation of
a Hope Valley-Wattleup redevelopment authority.  The area of land we are talking about is much larger than the area
currently the subject of independent authorities such as in East Perth and Subiaco.  It is our view, particularly under the type
of regime we want to establish, which is a mixed residential area for the existing town sites, general industrial, rural and
conservation areas, that the complexity of that development requires a specialist authority.  One of our concerns about the
LandCorp model is the lack of opportunity for local representation on LandCorp.  This is particularly necessary, given that
a most effective area in the City of Cockburn is currently without a democratically elected management.  It is particularly
important that development authorities provide that opportunity for democratic input into decision making.  One can have
all sorts of subcommittees and advisory groups involved, which are important.  Nevertheless, the ultimate decision-making
body should contain some community representation. 

The Opposition is also concerned about the level of compensation to be given to the people who will effectively be forced
out of their homes.  The Labor Party has made commitments that regard will be given to the cost of purchasing a similar
property in an adjoining area when assessing compensation.  The minister should give a similar undertaking in that regard.

I have outlined the reasons for opposing the Bill.  Expansion of the area set aside for heavy industry is not justified.  A
blanket allocation of 800 hectares for a general industry area is in excess of requirements and outside the parameters of good
planning, which suggest that such areas should be divided more evenly throughout the city.  The Opposition believes that
the residents of Hope Valley and Wattleup who have established homes and lifestyles in the area should be given the
opportunity to remain as their presence is not a substantial impediment to the operation of heavy industry in the area.  The
Labor Party makes a commitment that the townships can stay as it wants to preserve something of the vibrant rural economy
in the zone. 

Further, a future Labor Government will be keen to review the boundaries of the air buffer zone.  Substantial scientific
evidence suggests that the current boundaries may not be entirely rational or justified on sound scientific principles.  The
buffer zone will be revisited under a Labor Government.  We do not share the view of some resident groups that no
restrictions or buffer zones should apply because we recognise that problems exist for industry when residential
development nearby is too intense, and we would not want to exacerbate that problem.  Although the Opposition is prepared
to stand by the rights of people in the existing communities, we will not allow the communities to expand by way of
subdivision.

I am positive that the Minister for Planning genuinely believes that he has done a very proper and right thing.  I understand
his arguments.  However, they are based on a number of planning premises which are outdated and not in keeping with the
way in which industry, transport and general views about planning and city and urban design are developing.  It would be
a big mistake to pursue the broadacre industrial park that he proposes.  I urge the Minister to reconsider.  Just because this
legislation is passed does not mean that a future Labor Government would be compelled to go down this path.  A Labor
Government would do things much more creatively in the area and give more justice to the local community in the process.

MR THOMAS (Cockburn) [3.34 pm]:  I am pleased to follow my colleague the member for Armadale in opposing the Bill.
The minister may be aware that a number of amendments have been prepared to rectify this inadequate Bill.  I have written
down five major defects in the Bill which are capable of being addressed, and I hope that the minister will consider the
propositions I put forward in an open-minded manner.  They are proposed to facilitate the development of the State and
the interests of the people of the area. 

The first and most dramatic difference between the Opposition's and the Government's position is that we wish to see the
town sites excluded from the redevelopment.  The two town sites of Hope Valley and Wattleup comprise about one-quarter
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of the area of the development; that is, the town sites take up about 200 hectares in total and the entire development area
is in excess of 800 hectares.  Therefore, many hundreds of hectares outside the town sites are currently zoned rural and
could be used for industrial purposes without taking the town sites into the industrial area.  

The area involved is in excess of the total area of Canning Vale.  As the member for Armadale said, it has taken 25 years
to fill that area with industry.  Canning Vale is often cited in these debates, but the next major industrial estate will not
replicate Canning Vale.  When that industrial area was designed and conceived in the 1960s, and built in the 1970s, 1980s
and into the 1990s, it replaced industrial areas like East Perth and Crawley.  The Swan Brewery Company moved from
Mounts Bay Road to Canning Vale.  Members may recall the East Perth industrial area was as close as any Perth area came
to Dickensian British or European-style industry.  The replacement areas in the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s were very different
from the East Perth area.  Standards in urban design and planning and the needs of industry have changed since that time,
and the next industrial estate will be different again. 

As my colleague indicated, the type of development advocated by the Labor Party - an amendment is on the Notice Paper
to facilitate this change - is a mosaic development which makes provision for important conservation areas in the
redevelopment zone; for rural living so people can maintain their rural lifestyle in the area; and for intensive horticulture,
which can be a vital and economic use of the land.  Horticulture can live cheek by jowl with appropriate industry. 

You, Mr Deputy Speaker, have probably had the opportunity to travel to other countries and visit industrial estates.  I refer
to industrial estates outside some European cities in Germany and Holland which are also areas of intensive agriculture and
horticulture.  Dairying is found in some cases.  These are quite attractive areas for those who live nearby.  We seek to direct
the authority responsible for managing this redevelopment program to create an imaginative mosaic to accommodate a
range of uses in the redevelopment.  Room still exists for approximately 400 hectares of general industrial land to take up
the need in that corridor in the foreseeable future. 

The Bill is also lacking in that it makes no provision for fair rates of compensation.  If the Opposition fails in its
amendments the people in Wattleup will be forced out of their homes.  The minister tries to put a favourable gloss on the
process by saying that nobody is being forced out.  Effectively, they are being forced out.  They are living in an area that
is currently zoned residential.  If the land is rezoned industrial, it can be said in a glib legal sense that residents do not have
to leave because they have non-conforming use rights - that is the planning jargon.  Those of us who have been around
Fremantle for some time can picture the house that remains at North Fremantle, near Port Beach.  That person did not want
to be forced out of the area and stayed.  The property is now surrounded by container yards.  They are determined to stay.
However, one would have to say by most standards their quality of life is shot.  Although in a legal sense the minister can
say they can stay, in practice they are forced out, and the land is in practice resumed.  When a block is resumed in a legal
sense, as opposed to the practical sense that is occurring now, a person is entitled to compensation at a rate as though the
property were not affected by the purpose for which it has been resumed.  The "unaffected rate" is the jargon used.  The
Opposition's amendments propose that people will be compensated at a rate that will enable them to buy a similar home
in an adjoining suburb.  They might not want to do that; they might want to do something else.  However, they should be
able to do that.  Land values in Wattleup are below those of adjoining suburbs because industry has developed around
Wattleup, and because the numerous studies that have occurred over the years - such as the Fremantle Rockingham
Industrial Area Regional Strategy report and the Kwinana air modelling study - have meant the future of Wattleup has
always been questionable.  As a consequence, land values in Wattleup are considerably less than those in the adjoining
suburb of Spearwood, which I cite in my amendment.  

I have done a study of the processes of urban development in Cockburn.  The patterns of urban development in Cockburn
are different from those that have occurred in other parts of the metropolitan area and those occurring in Cockburn right
now.  Cockburn did not have the broadacre development from rural to residential that so often occurs in the nearer suburbs.
It was often the case that small agricultural holdings - market gardens and the like - were subdivided and developed for
residential purposes, often in concert with neighbours and sometimes individually.  The owners would keep a block or two,
perhaps for members of their family, and often the original home would be retained.  If one walks around areas of
Spearwood that were developed in the 1960s, when the residential areas of Wattleup were developed, one will see a house
that is obviously 30 or 40 years older than other houses in the street.  It will be the original house on the block that was
subdivided to create the lots that exist now.  Because of that, the area has continuity.  Often the original landowners live
in the streets that have been subdivided around them, and their children and other family members live around them because
they have kept blocks for subsequent generations.   Cockburn has a continuity which I am not aware of in other parts of
the metropolitan area, and which is not continuing in the newer parts of Cockburn.  

Wattleup was being developed at the same time as the residential areas of Spearwood were being developed between
Rockingham Road and Stock Road in the 1960s and 1970s.  If one walks around those areas of Spearwood and Wattleup
one will see houses that are almost identical - the same style, age, size and lot size.  The archetypal house will have three
bedrooms and one bathroom on an 800 square metre block; in many cases they have been added onto and they might have
a family room and a pool.  The people who live in both Spearwood and Wattleup enjoy their lifestyle and want to continue
to do so.  However, if the minister has his way, the people of Wattleup will be bought out and will not receive enough
compensation - if my amendment is not carried - to buy an equivalent lot in another area.  They will have to suffer a
diminution in their quality of life.  That is not fair.  

The reason for this redevelopment is not to confer any benefit on the people of Wattleup; it is for the good of the State.
We are told that the State needs additional industrial land - probably not as much as the minister says - and we accept that.
However, the rezoning confers no benefit whatever on the people of Wattleup.  As a consequence of that they are expected
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to suffer a diminution of their quality of life.  They will have to have smaller houses and live in a less desirable area further
from the sea - however one wishes to measure this.  There must be a rate of compensation that is fixed by formula that will
enable them to buy a similar home; that is, the same lot size, same age and same type of home in another area.  In round
terms, that will mean $20 000 or $30 000 on top of the valuation - or a figure of that nature.  In addition, my formula, which
is contained in the amendment on the Notice Paper, provides for a 10 per cent solatium.  Normally, when a property is
resumed and a person is forced out of his home - in practice that is what will happen if this legislation goes through - that
person is entitled not only to the unaffected value of the property, but also to a 10 per cent salatium to compensate him for
the inconvenience.  These people are  entitled to that too.  Their lives will be disrupted and they will have to move.  In many
cases they have been living in their homes for 20 or 30 years, and they are just as entitled to a salatium as are people whose
properties have been resumed.  We say, first, that the town site should be left.  However, secondly, if we do not succeed
in that amendment, the residents should be offered a rate of compensation that will enable them to preserve their quality
of life and their lifestyle. 

The next aspect of the Bill which we regard as being inadequate and which we are seeking to remedy is a provision for a
dedicated redevelopment authority.  Over the past couple of years there have been a number of major redevelopments in
the Perth metropolitan area.  For the most part they have been successful and most people regard them as having contributed
significantly to the city of Perth.  The flagship, and a redevelopment that I was involved in setting up and feel proud of, is
the East Perth redevelopment.  What that has done to East Perth is stunning, particularly now the new bridge is a gateway
to Perth.  It is a vast improvement for the city of Perth in the broader sense.  That has been done by a dedicated authority
whose sole job is to manage the East Perth redevelopment, and do a good job of it.  It was not just part of a wider portfolio;
it was the authority's sole job and it has done a good job.  Subiaco was a major redevelopment.  If one visits Subiaco, which
I do every second week, one will see the redevelopment that has taken place there associated with the burying of the railway
line and it is a substantial improvement to that area.  That has been done by a dedicated authority.  This 800 hectare
development is the largest redevelopment in Australia.  A substantial proportion of the metropolitan area is proposed to be
redeveloped over a period of 20 or 30 years.  It will be a long job.  This is a major exercise in land use planning that will
take place over a significant period.  The way in which that is done and whether it is done well will contribute significantly
to the appearance and ambience of a substantial portion of the metropolitan area.  It will take a long time to occur.  It is the
Opposition's submission that this area is as worthy of a dedicated redevelopment authority as are East Perth, Subiaco and
Midland. 

We ask the minister why Wattleup and Hope Valley get second-order treatment.  It is to be part of the portfolio of
LandCorp.  I am sure LandCorp is quite good at its job, but it is a land developer.  This is not only an exercise in land
development, but also an exercise in social planning.  We are talking about closing two suburbs, forcing people out of their
homes and redesigning the area to give it to a group of land developers.  It is not only land development; it is social
planning and it has quite significant environmental implications.  We are setting up a mickey mouse outfit - a committee
set up under the Water and Rivers Commission - to be responsible for the management of Cockburn Sound.  In my view,
it is a project that is as worthy of a dedicated authority as the Swan River Trust.  I believe there should be a Cockburn Sound
trust, but we can have that argument on another day.  In the documentation that has been prepared for this organisation,
which has been set up under the Water and Rivers Commission, its jurisdiction extends quite a long way inland to the east
of the coastline, because it is recognised that the catchment of the ground water that seeps into Cockburn Sound and affects
the water quality is very important.  That organisation is to have some jurisdiction over the hinterland of the sound. 

The activities which take place within the redevelopment area can have implications on what is going on in Cockburn
Sound.  I would have thought it was very obvious that, as well as bean counters who can develop land, it is necessary to
have people who have expertise and an interest in social planning.  It is also necessary to have people who have an expertise
and an interest in environmental matters and, above all, people who have some expertise and an interest in the area - some
representatives of the local authorities.  The amendment I have drafted to create an authority which would be responsible
for this would give representation to residents, the City of Cockburn and the Town of Kwinana.  Obviously, those people
live there and will have a continuing interest over the next 30 years in the way in which the project will be undertaken. 

This legislation is totally inadequate in that it displaces the due processes of planning.  The due processes of planning have
evolved in this State over many years and date back to the Town Planning and Development Act 1928, the Metropolitan
Region Town Planning Scheme Act 1959 and the various improvements that have been made.  We have a fairly well-
established set of principles and procedures for planning which are reflected in the metropolitan region scheme and, within
that ambit, the town planning schemes of the local authorities.  That system has served the City of Perth well.  If members
drive down the Kwinana Freeway or up the Mitchell Freeway - in my case, it is mainly in the southern suburbs - they will
see the benefits of the planning that took place in the 1950s.  If there had not been the vision and the foresight to make
provision for roads and freeways half a century in advance of when they would be required, it is unlikely we would have
them at all.  No doubt those areas would have been built out and we would not have the benefits of good planning that we
have now.  Good planning is often controversial, because people are affected by it; some people want one thing and other
people want something else.  Not only do we have planning, but also we have due process.  Part of that due process is that
amendments to the metropolitan region scheme are tabled in Parliament, are subject to parliamentary scrutiny and can be
disallowed by the House, so there is that degree of accountability.  It is a very important part of the due process of our
planning system, which has served the City of Perth well.  People can see the fruits of it if they drive to the outer suburbs
now and look at the original vision of the Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act in 1959. 

This Bill excises Wattleup and Hope Valley from the metropolitan region scheme and envisages their being replaced by
the master plan, which will be drawn up by LandCorp if the Bill proceeds unamended.  That is fine.  I do not mind having
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a dedicated authority, and I do not mind having a specific plan which will displace the metropolitan region scheme in that
area.  It also displaces the due process, because there is no provision for the master plan to be tabled in Parliament.  We have
another amendment which would turn the master plan, and any subsequent amendments to it, into a disallowable instrument.
That would mean that the master plan and any subsequent amendments to it would have to be tabled in both Houses of
Parliament and would be able to be disallowed by either of those Houses, and, hence, would provide the sort of
accountability that we see in virtually every other part of the metropolitan area when major amendments are madeto the
metropolitan region scheme. 

My colleague the member for Armadale acknowledged that the minister had good intentions and that he was seeking to
answer some real concerns which had been expressed in Wattleup and Hope Valley.  I am most familiar with the Wattleup
area because it is in my electorate. My colleague the member for Peel could no doubt say the same thing about Hope Valley
and the uncertainty that has existed in that area for many years.  I acknowledge that and the fact that the minister has
brought things to a head.  He has inherited the Fremantle Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy process and has
brought legislation into this House to give effect to it.  We do not agree with the legislation but at least matters will be
determined, and people appreciate that fact. 

When the consultation process was taking place, a committee was created to examine and collate the various submissions.
That committee included Mr Don Miguel, who is the former mayor of Cockburn.  He was the mayor for 14 years, the
deputy mayor for 7 years and a councillor for 7 years before that.  He had been in local government in that area for 28 years,
and he knows the area very well.  He participated in, and no doubt, in view of his experience, made a very significant
contribution to that process.  I remember him saying at a public meeting that he had a view which was not shared by
everyone in that area, and that at least they were getting a decision.  He and his family have owned land there all their lives
and they have never known what they could do with it.  They would like to find a higher and better use for it, but they have
never been able to.  They and a number of people are pleased that a decision will be made about the future of the area.  In
that sense, I agree with my colleague the member for Armadale that it is to the minister's credit that the process has been
brought to a head and that we have legislation of this nature before the House at present.  The problem is that it is defective.

I put to the minister the following propositions:  If he excludes the town site, he will still have in excess of 600 or 700
hectares of land, some portion of which can be developed for general industry.  The question of rates and compensation
does not arise, because if the town sites are excluded, the question of compensation of the nature to which I have referred
in the residential areas no longer applies.  If he has a mosaic development, he can have an imaginative, top-of-the-range,
first-quality redevelopment in the area over a 20 or 30-year period which will make provision for rural living, general
industry and horticulture - which will remain as an economic decision - and the area can be developed in a way which is
consistent with the wishes of the residents. 

Provisions could be made for an authority.  I have publicly said that the consultation process undertaken by the Ministry
for Planning has been first-rate.  It set up a shopfront in the area on the day the Fremantle Rockingham Industrial Area
Regional Strategy was released and made people available to talk with residents.  Other government departments engaging
in exercises affecting local areas should take note of that.  The Department of Commerce and Trade's operations in
Henderson is in stark contrast.  The Ministry for Planning staff have done a good job, which is to their credit.  In the light
of that, I cannot understand why the department is not prepared to establish a dedicated local authority.  It would not be
a huge government department that employed lots of people.  It probably would not cost any more than having LandCorp
oversee the redevelopment.  I guess some economies of scale would apply, but I do not think that would involve a large
amount of money.  People in the area would have greater confidence in an authority that involved local representatives, had
an office in the area, was concerned solely with the redevelopment of Hope Valley and Wattleup and determined to ensure
a good job is done.  It would make so much difference if the process were done in a way that had proper regard for the
concerns of the people living in the area.

The other proposition I put to the Minister for Planning is that of accountability.  These decisions will affect a substantial
proportion of the metropolitan area.  Any major amendment to the metropolitan region scheme - and this document is far
more significant than a major amendment to the metropolitan region scheme  - must be tabled in both Houses of Parliament
and subject to disallowance.  I think most political observers would agree that the make-up of political parties in the
Legislative Council will not change in the foreseeable future and that no major party will have a majority in its own right.
Therefore, a disallowance provision would provide a significant degree of accountability and make people feel that when
proposals affecting the value of their property, the houses in which they live and the ambience of the area are put forward,
their parliamentary representatives have a duty and right to examine the relevant documents and subject them to a process
of accountability. 

The legislation would be very different without those defects.  I have the greatest degree of familiarity with the Wattleup
area.  The residents are going through the most traumatic process that I have seen during my involvement in public life.
The only comparable situation is that of Wittenoom, in which a town was closed, but I had no direct familiarity with that.
People have been weeping in public meetings because they will lose their homes.  It is being portrayed that the heartless
Government in Perth has made a decision to close down their suburbs and that they will not get enough money to buy an
equivalent home elsewhere.  The residents are devastated.  It would not involve many changes to the Government's
proposition to pay people a fair amount of money to leave the town sites - if the Government insists on acquiring the town
sites - and to redesign the area so that the people living nearby can be proud of it in years to come.

The Opposition has about 30 pages of amendments on the Notice Paper for debate during the consideration in detail stage.
I suggest that the minister look closely at the alternative propositions.  We agree there is a need to identify a better use for



8150 [ASSEMBLY]

underutilised and, in some cases, degraded land in the rural areas.  However, the method by which it is being done has
insufficient regard for the wishes and interests of the people living in the area and nearby.

DR EDWARDS (Maylands) [4.04 pm]:  On 25 March last year, the Minister for Planning released the Fremantle
Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy - the FRIARS document - after extensive consultation.  Members on this
side were concerned that when the minister tabled the document in Parliament, he made the statement that "Option 4 should
be implemented because it solves much of the conflict in the region".  It seemed unfair for him to say which of the five
options he favoured when releasing the document for public comment before the final decision was made.  According to
the minister, option 4 was the "maximum option" of heavy industrial development.  At that time, the Opposition signalled
its concern about a consultation process in which the minister outlined his preferred option when releasing the document
for discussion.  Further, we did not believe that option was the best planning option. We stand by the statements we made.

One Sunday at the end of April this year, I went to a rally in Wattleup that was attended by 300 to 400 people.  They were
concerned about the future of their suburbs of Wattleup and Hope Valley.  Although part of the day was a joyous occasion -
lots of children were playing on the swings in the park - it was incredibly sad.  Many people will directly suffer from the
Government's decision.  As the member for Cockburn said, grown men and women were in tears when talking about the
future.  It was particularly poignant to see the children playing on the swings, as they were blissfully unaware of what we
were discussing.  I was surprised at the number of people who turned up to the rally on a wet Sunday morning.  It
highlighted the degree of concern among the people who are directly affected.  The Parliament often makes decisions that
impact on people by resuming or changing the function of land.  Over the years, my own family has had land resumed as
part of public work processes.  It is always associated with some degree of angst.  The family home, business and lifestyle
are affected and compensation cannot buy an equitable house, business location or lifestyle.  People are upset.  As members
of Parliament, we have the responsibility of listening to those concerns and trying to create more win-win situations.  The
Opposition asks that the Minister for Planning listens to what we are saying to achieve a better outcome, particularly for
the people who are directly impacted by these decisions.  It is sad for some of those people.

I turn to two environmental issues associated with FRIARS and the Bill before us; firstly, ground water.  When the Minister
for Planning launched the strategy in March last year, he claimed that the plan would deliver real environmental benefits.
He went on to talk about the positive contributions that would be made by reducing long-term traffic demands and the
associated improvements in air quality.  He also said - 

the change of use of the land should realise real benefits for Cockburn Sound . . . People involved in agricultural
and market garden activities in the area are major contributors to nutrient levels in Cockburn Sound through the
ground water.

I was puzzled by that comment, because that was not my understanding of the situation with the ground water in that area.
A newspaper clipping from October 1998 is headed "Dirty water threat".  The first half of the article deals with a statement
by the Kwinana Industries Council as follows-

Groundwater contaminated with nutrients by market gardens was the main threat to Cockburn Sound's remaining
seagrass.  

Of course, that refers to the nutrients released into the sound.  The same article quotes Steve Appleyard, from the Water
and Rivers Commission, who is known as an expert in the area of ground water contamination and control.  I have had a
number of briefings from Dr Appleyard about contaminated water in my electorate.  He states in the article that
contaminated ground water was already flowing into Cockburn Sound and that market gardening is not the main source.
He then listed a number of activities associated with industrial pursuits.  He also pointed out that about 300 tonnes of
nitrogen is entering the sound, but it is a product of industrial activity.  It is in the ground water and moving towards the
coast at a rate of between 10 metres and 100 metres a year.  He also referred to hydrocarbon contamination and other
contamination that we know about in the ground water.  It is clear that market gardening is not to blame for what is going
on.

The Environmental Protection Authority's Bulletin No 943 states that the increasing number of industrial options being
proposed will increase the potential for contamination of ground water.  The cumulative impact on ground water quality -
particularly with option 3(b) and option 4 - was considered and comprehensive controls were deemed to be required.  That
was highlighted a year ago with the arsenic leak from local industry in Cockburn Sound.

It is insulting to market gardeners in that area to be told that when the colours on the map are changed, and they are
prohibited from engaging in their traditional activities, the quality of the ground water will improve.  They are not causing
the problems; they are caused by historical industrial use.  Historical market garden use has had an impact, but it is not the
primary cause of contamination.  That is confirmed in EPA Bulletin No 943 and by the experts from the Water and Rivers
Commission.

The member for Cockburn raised the need for the Cockburn Sound management authority to be established.  The
Government has advertised for the chairperson and members.  I look forward to an announcement in the near future so we
know the catchment of the area is being looked at and that water quality is being improved.

The second environmental issue I will raise relates to the air buffer in the area.  The Environmental Protection
(Kwinana)(Atmospheric Wastes) Regulations 1992 establish an air buffer for the Kwinana area.  The regulations were
enacted to tackle the air quality problem in the area.  The extensive work undertaken in preparation was done some time
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ago.  Over the years, air quality has improved dramatically.  The regulations establish a framework to protect human health,
welfare and amenity.  The environmental protection policy sets ambient standards and limits for sulphur dioxide and for
total suspended particulates in three defined areas:  The industrial area - shown on maps as area A; a buffer area - area B,
which is the main focus of today's discussion;  and the residential areas beyond that - area C.  The area C boundaries are
the local government authority boundaries. 

The EPP also provides for monitoring, assessment and reporting of air quality.  This EPP was due for review in 1999.  It
went out for review, but nothing changed.  The EPA report makes mention of FRIARS.  We have a chicken and egg
situation:  The EPP was not properly reviewed because FRIARS was out for comment, and FRIARS was based to a large
extent on the current air buffer.  Many reasons were given by the EPA for not doing a full review, including the fact that
at some stage in the near future we will have a state EPP and that in the next 10 years we will be looking at national
environmental protection measures.  However, a fundamental issue arises because the City of Cockburn commissioned
Sinclair Knight Merz Pty Ltd to review the air quality buffer.  Sinclair Knight Merz used EPA and DEP data and the same
methodology but arrived at a different result for the current air buffer.  We must therefore look at that to establish what is
going on.  The future Labor Government is committed to reviewing that buffer. 

The Sinclair Knight Merz report indicated a number of features.  The first important feature was that, based on monitoring
and modelling over the three years prior to the review - it was undertaken about a year ago - the air quality in the buffer
clearly meets standards for residential areas.  We all know that because we have studied the results.  It is a credit to industry
that it has lowered the level of emissions and air quality has improved.  That is a dramatic improvement.

The second feature is that industries in the area have generally been operating at well below allowable emission levels.  That
is the reason for the improved air quality.  The report also stated that emission levels from industry are unlikely to change,
so the air quality at the time was indicative of long-term future values.  The pertinent point is that modelling of the ambient
air quality, based on a scenario in which all industries are operating at maximum permissible levels, shows that the ground-
level concentrations of the two substances would still meet residential standards in considerable portions of the buffer.  That
was particularly so east of the Wattleup town site.  However, based on that same scenario, the review indicated that some
residential areas should be within the buffer.  The areas were to the north east of the Cockburn Cement Ltd operation.  

I have seen correspondence from the DEP indicating that it has checked this model and it cannot fault it.  That is no surprise
if the DEP model and its data were used.  It raised the point that the buffer is being used inappropriately.  Although it is
designed for air quality and air pollution protection exclusively, it is now being used to control noise, risk and odour.
Members on this side do not believe that that is appropriate.  Buffers should be determined according to scientific data.
In this case, although it was initially designed to deal with air quality and it was valid, the situation appears to have changed.
In addition, a system designed to deal with air quality is now being used to control noise, risk and odour without the
fundamental work having been done. 

I take note of the state industrial buffer policy of 1997.  One of the principles is that boundaries should not be varied unless
justified in a scientifically based study.  That highlights my point that buffers are not simply circles drawn around spots on
maps; they should be scientifically determined so that people know what they are dealing with.  I urge the Government to
look again at that buffer, because it is a significant issue for the people who want to continue to live in the area.  It is
certainly worth investigation for the people who now find themselves within what should be a buffer area - that is, those
in residential areas.

On Tuesday night I attended a lecture as part of the University of Western Australia's extension program.  The lecture was
about water and was presented by Professor Imberger.  The professor gave an overview of water in the State.  He
commented that when any development is undertaken, although we know what the most likely impacts will be, often many
other impacts are not recognised.  He said that when decisions are made we should look at the obvious impacts but that we
should also think laterally.  Often some impacts are not foreseen.  Those types of impacts would occur in this case, and the
first is the impact on the people living in the area.  They are suffering and they are really concerned about this.  Planning
for this area would be better if it were along the lines described by the member for Armadale.  The Opposition is in favour
of modern planning whereby people live close to where they work, there is mosaic-type planning, industrial areas are close
to residential areas, and people comply with planning and environmental standards.  I received in the mail this morning,
presumably from the Minister for Planning or his department, a copy of the revised version of "Liveable Neighbourhoods",
the whole principle of which is that people live near their place of work to avoid huge travel demand.  It also provides better
amenity and quality of life.

The Opposition has many concerns about this Bill and it will move amendments to improve the Bill.  I ask the Government
to listen to the concerns raised.  It is a very serious issue, and I urge the Minister for Planning to take the Opposition's
comments into account.

MR MARLBOROUGH (Peel) [4.21 pm]:  The Hope Valley-Wattleup Redevelopment Bill is very typical of the industrial
land development Bills from LandCorp.  I have been representing the Kwinana region for 14 years, and during that time
I have seen a number of industrial estates established in that area.  The most recent was the IP14 estate developed by
LandCorp.  Unfortunately, LandCorp was created by an Act of this Parliament, under which the clear role of the department
is to maximise returns to government.  I am not criticising the department, but the Act which gives it authority and its role.
When LandCorp plans an industrial estate, rather than adopting a community planning approach it sets out to maximise the
returns to government.  That has happened in this instance.

It has considered the areas to the east, north and south of the Wattleup town site, including the town site of Hope Valley.
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It has noted that the 840 hectares, on which it has concentrated for this industrial estate, lie within the Kwinana industrial
buffer zone.  As the shadow Minister for the Environment said, this buffer zone has historically been based on air quality
but is now used for other measures for quality.  The fundamental position of all Governments of all political persuasions
for all the years I have been in Parliament is that this area is a no-go zone for urban development.  It has limited
opportunities for other types of development, such as rural pursuits, but even that is limited.  For example, since 1989 it
has not been possible to develop half-acre building blocks in the town site of Hope Valley because of the air quality buffer
zone.  The vast bulk of land LandCorp wants to use for that estate is within that buffer zone, and it has set about maximising
the return to government by saying it would be far better use of the land to upgrade it to industrial land.  In principle, that
approach carries with it all the flaws the Opposition will talk about today and when the Bill is considered in detail.

The community has not had appropriate ongoing participation in this process.  That is why a development authority, similar
to the East Perth Redevelopment Authority, is required.  I draw the attention of the minister to his second reading speech
and a statement that supports the position of members on this side of the House on planning matters.  He said -

The Hope Valley-Wattleup Redevelopment Bill broadly establishes the functions of the implementing authority
and its requirements to prepare a master plan, which will be subject to a thorough environmental assessment by
the Environmental Protection Authority.  This master planning process will be very rigorous and subject to public
scrutiny.

The minister has given reasons in his second reading speech that the public should be involved in the planning process.
The creation of a separate planning authority, with representatives from the local community, council and landowners, will
allow ongoing scrutiny of the plan.  The minister referred to that as rigorous scrutiny.  The model proposed, using
LandCorp, is not appropriate.  This agency does not have strength in planning for community needs.  It has some strength
in planning for industrial needs, but plans are needed to retain the two existing town sites of Wattleup and Hope Valley,
and the existing suburbia abutting this proposed estate, in particular Spearwood, Yangebup and Kwinana.  I will refer to
some of the benefits of retaining those towns in their present format abutting the general industrial estate the Government
wants to create.  I will talk about the proposal under option 4 for a heavy industrial estate separately.  There is no value or
benefit to the State in creating a 90-hectare heavy industrial site in the town site of Hope Valley and I will give reasons for
that shortly.  

Members on this side of the House have some argument about the size of the general industrial estate and the appropriate
way in which it should be planned.  The Opposition proposes a mosaic approach, which would allow many of the existing
lifestyles built around the industrial base to continue; namely, market gardens, turf farms, poultry farms and a large mix
of land uses where people run efficient businesses.  The mosaic approach will allow those businesses to remain in place.
However, the Opposition goes further.  Historically, the rationale behind a plan in which an existing urban envelope, such
as Hope Valley and Wattleup, would abut an industrial estate similar to that in Canning Vale - a mirror image - is good.
It may be bigger if the Government has its way, or smaller if the Opposition has its way, but we both agree it will be a mix
of general industry.  

All good planners say when they plan new cities and opportunities for urbanisation, that they want people to live near their
workplaces.  If this estate goes ahead over the next 20 years, thousands of jobs will be created in that area.  From a planning
point of view, it is an excellent idea to retain the existing town site of Wattleup so that it will become one of the feeder
suburbs into that estate.

One of the blights that Wattleup has traditionally suffered from is that people have gone into that estate buying cheaply,
because they know property there will gain very little value.  Certainly the property values in Wattleup do not compare with
the rest of the metropolitan area.

Mr Thomas:  They have gone down.

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  Yes, in many instances.  Our plan will guarantee a proper improvement of Wattleup as an urban
estate.  If it is five or 10 minutes away from a Canning Vale-type estate, people will want to live there, and it could be a
model estate latching onto industry.  As a consequence of its location close to general industry, the people and
infrastructure, such as schools, could be kept and values would start to increase.  The same would apply to Hope Valley.

I want to touch on the proposed heavy industrial estate in Hope Valley.  When the Fremantle Rockingham Industrial Area
Regional Strategy report was initiated some three years ago, I attended a meeting with Alcoa senior management because
I was aware that part of the FRIARS process was to include the possibility of a heavy industrial estate in the Hope Valley
region.  I spoke to Alcoa senior management because it represented a heavy industry that might be looking at expanding
in Hope Valley because of the mud lakes in that area.  I asked Alcoa senior management whether it had an interest in
relocating east of its present site.  It indicated two things:  First, it had no interest and, secondly, it advised me that only that
week it had made a decision to stay in the Kwinana area for another 100 years.  I was unaware that very significant decision
was being addressed that week.  It is a significant decision because the Alcoa industry at Kwinana is the oldest and least
efficient of Alcoa industries.  It was sinking money into the existing technology to ensure that it could stay at Kwinana.
It said that in looking at its 100-year plan it could see no benefit in moving east of the present site.  

I have said to the minister privately that there is no benefit in putting a heavy industrial site of about 90 hectares in that
region.  It will jeopardise the general industrial estate of some 840 hectares that the minister wants to create.  We might
argue over the size and mix but we support the concept.  More importantly, our concern is that by moving the heavy
industrial estate east, it will start to push the existing buffer zone and/or the reviewed buffer zone that we are asking for,
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east as well.  If that buffer zone is pushed east, it will start to sterilise land along the Kwinana Freeway as it stretches south
which could and should be used for urban development.  It is in the planners' and the State's best interests that where people
can be living two kilometres either side of a major transport route, that should be planned for.  It is no use putting in a major
transport link and then having people live 10 kilometres from it.  

If pressure is put on the possibility of creating urban cells either side of the freeway, local government authorities will start
to get angry.  Kwinana Town Council has a particular concern about such an approach.  It would have a right to be angry.
The minister, as an ex-Kwinana councillor, will know that the problem Kwinana suffers from is that it is not able to gather
rates from much of the land from which it should be gathering rates.  It has heavy industry along the Kwinana strip, which
is covered by state agreement Acts, so its rate base is not able to be maximised.  It has land inland again covered by state
agreement Acts because of Alcoa's mud lakes, so it is not able to use that land to maximise its rate base.  Its small
population is paying for the management of the town site when some 30 per cent of the landmass cannot be used presently.
If the heavy industrial estate is moved onto the Hope Valley site, some two kilometres east of where it presently exists, the
potential is to force the air quality buffer zone further east.

The work carried out by the Wattleup Progress Association, the Hope Valley Progress Association and other groups
concerned, and the study by Sinclair Knight Mertz Pty Ltd costing thousands of dollars, has established that the buffer zone,
which has for a number of years guided the Government, is no longer adequate and has no scientific basis for its existence.
This Minister for Planning has already flaunted what has traditionally been the guidelines of the non-use of the buffer zone
by ignoring all of the scientific evidence that has been before us for the past 15 years and has placed the speedway
development within the air quality buffer zone.  The minister ignores the history of such things when it suits him.  That adds
to the call for a new measure to be taken.

There is also another reason for a new measure to be taken.  The Minister for Energy, the Leader of the House, made a very
interesting reply to a grievance raised this morning about the future of energy in this State.  He said that presently the
Kwinana power station runs on about 52 per cent gas and 44 per cent coal.  He believes that in the future that must change
dramatically.  He said that in the future we must all agree that there is no room for coal-fired power stations in the
metropolitan area.  He went on to speak of a base load coal-driven power station having to be removed from Kwinana in
the sense that coal use would be transferred to Collie and the 44 per cent coal use at Kwinana would be replaced by natural
gas which would drive the other 52 per cent.  I guess that diesel or fresh air is driving the difference.  It was an important
statement which should be telling the Minister for Planning that whether or not he likes it his colleague who is in charge
of energy has brand new plans for the air quality buffer zone in the Kwinana region.  That significant statement was made
to this Parliament only today.  That decision alone would change the air quality buffer zone dramatically.  

If that decision were to come into effect tomorrow, the air quality buffer zone as we know it, and the air quality buffer zone
proposal which has been drawn up and paid for by the residents of Hope Valley and Wattleup through Sinclair Knight
Mertz, would change dramatically.  I am sure the Minister for Energy thinks and hopes that it will come about because he
wants a cleaner air quality buffer zone.  There is no doubt that the greatest polluter in the Kwinana industrial strip is not
private enterprise but Western Power, which has held the title for at least 10 years.  If the Minister for Energy achieves his
wish, it may be that even if LandCorp were drawing up this plan tomorrow, knowing that the air quality buffer zone would
change dramatically, we would not necessarily be looking at an 840 hectare industrial estate.  The proposed industrial estate
would sit right on top of the present air quality buffer zone, perhaps for very good reason.  I do not doubt the rationale
behind it.  There is an argument for saying that better use could be made of some of that land.  That argument must not
override the ongoing existence of those town sites.  I have given the very good planning reasons that they should remain
and how, with such an industrial estate creating thousands of jobs, they could grow and flourish.  There is absolutely no
need for a heavy industrial estate.  I suggest to the Minister for Planning, having listened to the Minister for Energy this
morning, that the proposition runs contrary to how the Minister for Energy wants to see the future of air quality in the
Kwinana region.  I will try to finish in the next two minutes.

Mr Kierath:  If you go for an extension, I will adjourn debate this evening. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  I thought the minister wanted to reply today. 

I have touched on the retention of the town sites, the need for a review of the air quality buffer zone and the need for an
independent authority managing this estate.  I referred the minister to the very words in his second reading speech when
he stated that the planning process will be rigorous and subject to public scrutiny.  The best way to proceed is with a
separate planning authority with community representation. 

I now congratulate the minister for the way he has handled public input until this stage.  He was comfortable in handling
public input as he made up his mind 12 months ago what the outcome would be.  If a minister is so sure of his portfolio,
he can withstand any amount of public scrutiny! 

Mr Kierath:  I am just up front about my view, and I let people know my view.

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  Indeed; the minister needs to let people know his views.  He was honest enough to come out many
months before the end of the public input process and state his preferred view.  Lo and behold, he has achieved that view.
It is amazing!  He set up a shopfront at Wattleup, and many residents with many concerns attended that shop.  However,
it was difficult for them at times because the guidelines put in place initially and the lack of money for the project up front,
caused problems.  The hardship guidelines were put in place which some junior and not so junior public servants had
difficulty interpreting.  
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The minister is funding compensation for this 30-year plan with $50m over 10 years, or about $5m a year.  Although we
argue about the size and complexity of the estate, the minister and I know that many more people want to sell than he can
accommodate at this time.  That is causing a fair amount of angst.  I spoke to the minister's office last week -

Mr Kierath:  You have written to me a few times, and I have tried to accommodate both you and the member for Cockburn.

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  Yes.  Overcoming the ongoing hardship will be difficult with limited resources.  People in denuded
town sites like Wattleup and Hope Valley need special consideration.  I do not steal anything from the minister:  He said
in Parliament that he understands that point, especially as a former Kwinana councillor, and that he wants to find a way to
give extra credit.  It needs close examination.  The degraded state of those houses has been brought on by Governments.
It is a planning blight.  Governments have said that we are stuck with the Kwinana industrial estate whether we like it or
not.  It was developed in 1954 before many members were born, although I was born in 1945.

Mr Thomas:  So was I. 

Mr Pendal:  You have had a hard life then!

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  I have done a lot of overtime.  We must live with that estate, so we must manage it properly.  That
is why I vigorously oppose putting the speedway in the buffer zones, as it is not part of appropriate management of the
industrial estate.  For all those reasons, we must recognise that Governments of all political persuasions have been
responsible for that planning blight.  In recognising that fact, we need to look over the odds to compensate people so that
they can move into areas nearby which are comparable with current homes; that is, they live close to the ocean, close to
public transport, close to schools and close to jobs.  If they must move, they must be able to move to estates within the area
from Spearwood through to Kwinana-Rockingham.  

We must be real about how debate is likely to go in this House.  I presume after the second reading debate that the
Opposition will be defeated by seven votes and the minister will stick to his plan and support option No 4.  The minister
should consider relieving the hardship on people who must, or decide to, move and somehow find ways and means of
getting more money up front into the process.  The minister should remove the hardship guidelines and get people out of
the area at the speed at which they want to leave, rather than the minister placing a kink in the pipe and letting people trickle
through.  Otherwise, pressure will build up and the pipe will reach bursting point.  If a planning process is established under
LandCorp, with no community input, a great deal of frustration will be involved.  This is a long-term plan, and it must be
recognised that these things will cause personal hardship for many people. 

If people are voting with their feet and intending to leave, and the minister sticks by his position, the Government may have
to borrow money to allow people to go.  The money can be borrowed against the estate.  The minute the minister ticks off
the estate as general industry, minus heavy industry, the value of the estate will more than quadruple overnight.  The
minister and I know that.  History of such developments indicates so, and the Government will get its money back.  It
represents a short-term loan. 

Mr Kierath:  This is a graph of Wangara industrial estate:  It is almost identical to rural areas.  This block represents the
value of the land.  The change in the graph relates to the change in zoning.  Anybody owning land, other than residents,
will have a huge capital asset increase. 

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  The minister's graph supports my position.  The minister shows a graph of Wangara estate which
indicates a 12-fold increase in the value of land after rezoning.  The minister has a hardship problem.  If he decides to go
ahead with the estate, the hardship will not be assisted by a lack of money up front.  The Government should recognise that
fact and find some way to borrow money to relieve the pressure up front.

Mr Kierath:  You did not hear me interject before.  I said that in guaranteeing the supply of money, the $5m each year, it
is possible to forward buy.  We have the $50m over 10 years.  We know that there will be a huge hump.  We have blown
out our budget in acquiring properties because of the colossal demand for people to sell.  How can you tell me it is a healthy
community as so many people want to get out? 

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  Many people want to get out because of the point I made earlier, with which the minister agreed:
Governments of all political persuasions have put the towns under a planning blight.  I have letters in my office from real
estate agents over the last three months.  The minister's department told people, "We can't buy off you now, so get a real
estate agent who will sell your property."  I will bring letters into the consideration in detail stage to show that real estate
agents are writing back to say that they do not want to list the property because they cannot sell it.  Everyone knows about
the FRIARS report.  There is no demand for houses.  People are not rushing into the minister because they think the minister
is kindly and wants to look after them in a nice way; it is because they have nowhere else to go.  Their houses have been
even further devalued by the present process.

Mr Kierath:  That is not true since we have been buying in that market.

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  It is true.  I am not suggesting the minister set out to do that.  When big estates are involved,
planning ministers must tell people they have to move.

Mr Kierath:  I agree that while we are deciding on this it causes a degree of uncertainty.  However, they had uncertainty
before, and if we can deal with this quickly we can bring that uncertainty to an end.  

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  It is up to the minister how quickly he deals with this.  The Opposition says that the Government
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does not need to be locked into going ahead at a certain speed, into LandCorp and heavy industry - none of that need apply.
The Opposition told the Government from the word go that it supports the approach of general industry.  We do not support
heavy industry in that area or the disappearance of the town sites.  However, the process in which people have been able
to sell has been in place for six months or more.  More people want to sell than the Government has allocated money for.
The minister seems to be indicating that he is willing to listen.  I am saying that the Government should put more money
up front, remove the hardship barriers, give the residents fair values so that they can relocate to proper places, and get them
out of there if they want to go.  I have heard all sorts of stories from people who want to go. 

I have covered all of the areas I want to cover today.  We will have more time to go into this in greater detail during the
consideration in detail stage.  The minister has a clear indication from all speakers on this side of the House of the
Opposition's position.  The estate is too big.  We do not need heavy development there.  We should save the Hope Valley
and Wattleup town sites.  There should be proper compensation and a review of the buffer zone, which may result in a
change of mind by the minister on the size of the estate.  If the minister wants guidelines on that, he should speak to his
colleague the Minister for Energy who will tell him where he wants to take the air quality buffer zone in Kwinana in the
next 10 years.  We should have a dedicated authority to run the estate, so that it allows proper public scrutiny and input all
the way through the processes. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Kierath (Minister for Planning).

GOVERNMENT FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY BILL 1998

Returned

Bill returned from the Council with amendments.

House adjourned at 4.53 pm
__________
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HOPE VALLEY-WATTLEUP REDEVELOPMENT BILL 2000

Second Reading

Resumed from 22 June.

MR KIERATH (Riverton - Minister for Planning) [10.45 am]:  I will touch briefly on some broad issues because they
cover many of the issues raised by members.

First, it was stated that the area covered by the Bill was vague.  That is not correct - schedule 1 makes the area very clear.
Another claim is that the Bill specifically allows for the closure of town sites.  There is no such provision in the Bill.

Mr Thomas:  It has that practical effect. 

Mr KIERATH:  No; it delivers someone in the market to buy the properties.  Members have said that the Bill contains
provisions that allow the closure of town sites.  It does not.  It does contain provisions that allow properties to be sold if
people are prepared to sell.  The Government cannot see any reason to use the powers of resumption, and it does not believe
the Bill has any such provision. 

Mr Thomas:  You tell the people in the town sites. 

Mr KIERATH:  I know that perception has been perpetuated.  Unfortunately, that is the downside. 

Mr Thomas interjected.

Mr KIERATH:  I can see where the member is coming from, and it is sad that he is taking that attitude.  I am trying to relate
this factually and I will provide some supporting figures in a moment.

The other broad issue raised is that the current heavy industry land provision is adequate for the future.  I have a letter and
survey from the Chamber of Commerce and Industry that disproves that completely.  

The fourth issue raised questioned the concentration of industry in one area.  The CCI survey shows that the reasons for
that are the potential for downstream and upstream integration; the proximity to existing company facilities; proximity to
a deepwater port; access to road and rail; availability of light and general industrial support; and availability of and access
to skilled labour.  They are key factors in wanting one larger world-class industrial area rather than several smaller areas.

Another issue raised was the size of the site compared with the Canning Vale site.  A member quoted a figure of about 450
hectares, but I have been advised that Canning Vale is about 628 hectares and that it has proved the benefits of industry
agglomeration in this State.  This 800-odd hectares of general industrial land at Hope Valley-Wattleup is a little larger than
the Canning Vale site.  By any measure, people would say that Canning Vale has been very successful.  An industrial site
the size of Canning Vale is much more successful than smaller industrial areas. 

Ms MacTiernan:  How big is Canning Vale? 

Mr KIERATH:  I have just provided that figure.  Obviously the member has just come into the Chamber.  It is 628 hectares.

Mr Thomas:  There is residential land in Canning Vale. 

Mr KIERATH:  I am saying that Canning Vale industrial estate has 628 hectares. 

Ms MacTiernan:  That probably includes the prison. 

Mr KIERATH:  The member should not be so stupid.  Canning Vale Prison is quite some distance from the Canning Vale
industrial area; the member knows that.

The sixth point was the claim that we have tended not to synchronise transport and land use planning.  The Fremantle
Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy report and the MRS disproves that, because the emphasis of both the
FRIARS report and the MRS is on integrated planning; and I need to refer members only to paragraph 5.1 of the final
report, which indicates the major transport requirements. 

The seventh point was the emphasis on mosaic zoning.  This leads to greater inefficiency of development and operations,
and discriminates between landowners in terms of who will benefit from the rezoning.  The proposal to create 400 hectares
of industrial land does not even meet the requirements for the next 20 years, and, as I said, it will be only about two-thirds
the size of Canning Vale. 

The eighth issue was that town sites should not be closed down.  This fails to recognise the long-term impact on town sites
of planning blight, reductions in property values, and creeping changes in uses to commercial.  In the long-term, it will leave
residents in the same position as the residents who remain in Naval Base, who are unable to sell their homes for their full
potential value.  That is not a viable solution. 

The ninth issue was the failure to recognise the economic benefit of market gardening in the area.  The proposal does
recognise that industry and the changes that have been made in it.  Increased mechanisation is requiring larger market
gardens, and this is not easily possible in the current area.  We are already receiving complaints from people who want to
be bought out by the Government because their lot is now becoming uneconomic because of its size.  We only need to look
at what has happened in Wanneroo, with the shift of market gardens north and, in some cases, south to areas around
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Mandurah, where there is larger-scale market gardening.  People need to live close to where they work, but they also need
to have a pleasant and safe living environment, and the suggestion that we surround residential areas with industry would
ensure that this would not happen. 

The thirteenth point was the need for a redevelopment authority.  I believe that ignores the need for heavy and general
industrial development expertise and a long-term commitment by people at both the board and operational level with that
expertise.  The only source of this expertise in Western Australia is LandCorp, which is the prime agency for industrial
development.  As the government principle is to guide development rather than undertake all development, there is less need
for a fully equipped redevelopment authority with a single task.  We usually have a redevelopment authority when we are
going the other way around and are having difficulties with land assembly and other things and do not have a specialist
government agency with that responsibility.  We do have a specialist government agency which has that major function,
and that is LandCorp. 

Mr Thomas:  We had that in East Perth.

Mr KIERATH:  We did that because we had to take that land from industrial to residential, and we figured that a
redevelopment authority - people on the member's side of politics were involved in that - would do that job better.  In this
case, we are talking about the establishment of industrial areas.  LandCorp's track record is that it has been involved in
virtually all of the major industrial areas in this State.  Why would we duplicate something that already exists?  LandCorp
operates under an Act of this Parliament and has its own responsibilities and objects. 

With regard to the level of compensation, the Bill provides a well tried compensation procedure and a basis for compulsory
acquisition that is used by most government agencies.  There is nothing new in that.  It has been tried and proved.

I mentioned to the member for Cockburn the other day some pricing arrangements.  I am happy to provide to the member
a chart from the Valuer General's Office which plots the market value changes by suburb for small lots.  Hope Valley and
Wattleup are at the upper end of the chart, and below that are Medina, Hillman, Orelia and Munster.  The average prices
for Wattleup and Hope Valley are higher than for Hillman, Orelia and Munster; so there are areas in which people could
purchase equivalent properties.  Attached to that chart is the prices for small lots.  To give an example:  In June 1999, the
price of a small lot in Wattleup was $86 000; in Hope Valley, $120 000; in Medina, $58 000; in Orelia, $82 000 - so Orelia
is getting close to the Wattleup price; in Munster $180 000; and in Spearwood, $119 000.  Spearwood was only $1 000 less
than Hope Valley, and Wattleup was $4 000 higher than Orelia.

Mr Thomas:  What was the size of the blocks in Hope Valley?

Mr KIERATH:  I think they are average values. 

Mr Thomas:  They are half-acre lots. 

Mr Marlborough:  All of Hope Valley is special rural subdivision sites.

Mr KIERATH:  The percentage change in the price is for a typical home in the respective areas from June 1989 to June
1999, as provided by the Valuer General. 

Mr Thomas:  You are comparing apples with oranges, because one is a half-acre block and the other is a quarter-acre block.

Mr KIERATH:  I am not. 

I have indicated the prices of land in Wangara.  I have a graph that shows that the values in Wangara were $2 a square metre
in 1982 and about $14 a square metre in 1989.  Within that period the land was rezoned and there was a huge increase in
value.  I also have an aerial photograph of the Wangara area that I am happy to leave here for members to peruse.  The pink
lines indicate where industrial development has occurred.  There is quarrying and market gardening - a range of different
uses -

Ms MacTiernan:  It is a mosaic development, is it?

Mr KIERATH:  No, it is not.  It is development that is occurring as we would expect it to occur at Wattleup, which starts
at one end and is working its way through, so it will be developed into industrial land, but people can continue with a range
of uses during that transition period until the time that it suits them to bail out and retrieve their values.  There has been a
consistently upward trend in land values.  There was a dip from 1990 to 1991.  I am not sure why.  Perhaps the prices that
were paid then were exorbitantly high, because the figure for 1991 is comparable with the figure for 1989.  The map shows
that we can have a staged development whereby people can continue to do the sorts of things they want to do and can
choose the time to get out.  In some cases if people are in an area in which someone is assembling all the land around them,
they are paid a much higher price for their property so that a substantial amount of area can be developed.  Those sorts of
things do happen.

I also have a letter from the Western Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry dated 28 June which I am prepared
to table for members if necessary or I can give it to the member along with the other papers.  In 1999 the CCI conducted
a survey of major players.  It received 59 responses from a mail out which went to 124 people; that is a 48 per cent response
which is pretty good.  I will read a couple of paragraphs from the letter - 

The results of the survey reaffirmed that Kwinana is stilll by far the most popular heavy industrial site in the State.
Fifty three percent of respondents rated it the most important heavy industrial site in their future development
plans, which was similar to the 49% figure obtained in the 1992 survey.
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Kwinana, of all the current and potential heavy industry sites was consistently assigned the highest ratio of
positives relative to negatives for each factor deemed to be important in heavy industry site selection.  The major
advantages of Kwinana were seen to be, "potential for downstream and upstream integration", "proximity to
existing company facilities", "proximity to existing company facilities", "proximity to deep water port", "access
to road and rail", "availability of light industrial support" and "availability and access to skilled labour".

Kwinana allows industry to share facilities and infrastructure, and receive the benefit from the synergies available
from industry clusters.  In Kwinana the products of one company are able to be consumed by another in the same
region.  Utilisation of by-products by other industries can also improve environmental performance.

Mr Thomas:  How many industrial sites has LandCorp sold in the past five years?

Mr KIERATH:  The member would have to ask the minister.  To continue -

No alternative heavy industrial area capable of providing significant opportunities for integration, offering
proximity to supporting services and metropolitan market, and with such a well developed infrastructure and deep
water port, currently exists in Western Australia.

A major disadvantage of Kwinana identified in the CCI survey was, however, seen to be the "adequacy of the
buffer area".  This concern would be greatly alleviated if the proposed 800 hectares of general industry land were
made available.  This would consolidate the buffer and protect the heavy industry core of the Kwinana Industrial
Area (KIA) from conflicting land uses.

CCI's 1999 survey confirms that Kwinana is still the most important heavy industry site in Western Australia.  Its
current status and importance to Western Australian industry development and job creation warrants the high
degree of protection afforded by FRIARS.

Having put those broad issues on the record, I will now go through the individual issues raised by members.  First, the
member for Armadale said that she wanted a mosaic approach to planning to include rural, conservation and residential.

Ms MacTiernan:  Industrial. 

Mr KIERATH:  I thought the member said residential.

Ms MacTiernan:  No, industrial.

Mr KIERATH:  The Fremantle Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy report is the result of an extensive research
exercise.  It is questionable whether the Opposition's suggestion for a mosaic approach was based on sound planning
practices.  This has gone through all of the proper processes and has had the proper input all the way through.  The member
for Armadale also raised the issue that she does not believe there is a need for such a large area for heavy industry.  I have
covered that issue in part.  The area is immediately adjacent to the Kwinana industrial area.  There are also two new ports:
Jervoise Bay and a private port.

Ms MacTiernan:  What type of stuff is the private port going to move? 

Mr KIERATH:  In FRIARS we have tried to factor in all of those things so that the planning -

Ms MacTiernan:  Tell us how the port will service the industrial area.

Mr KIERATH:  There have been proposals so we have put those proposals in FRIARS.  We have conducted a coordinated
planning process rather than an ad hoc one.  The member also said that she wanted the town sites to stay.  The town sites
will inevitably suffer urban blight.  If one stops to think about the matter, it is clear that if industry encroaches around the
town sites, it will not improve the lot of the people who live there and they will suffer as a result.  I believe they have
suffered already as a result of the location in which they live.  If industry is allowed to encroach around the town sites, it
will make the situation worse.  The value of the land would then decrease without the protection of legislation or the offer
of negotiated purchase of those properties.  That is crucial to this proposal.

Mr Marlborough:  That is what is happening now, I agree with you.

Mr KIERATH:  We have reached a hiatus.  If we approve this plan, we will knock it on the head and the uncertainty will
disappear.  This is the most difficult time.  We have a proposal which has been seriously entertained and we are trying to
give it legislative form.  It could be referred to as the "pregnancy period".  In my view, it is the period in which people
suffer because of uncertainty.  Once we resolve the matter, there will be some certainty.  If we knock this plan on the head,
the uncertainty will not be resolved; the issue will just be left to another day.  The uncertainty has existed for a long time.
There will also be increased risks to residents because of the encroaching industry and its associated by-products.

Ms MacTiernan:  We will not allow any more heavy industry, or set aside any more land for heavy industry in the area.

Mr KIERATH:  I can only say to the member that some issues are beyond the life of Governments.  I put it to the member
for Armadale that the issue of industrial development is beyond the life of this Government and any future Government.
If one understands the fundamentals - which is what I was trying to say before - there is nowhere else to go to expand the
Kwinana industrial area.  Realistically, inside the next 30 years, another heavy industrial area will not be established which
has the infrastructure benefits.  All of the economies of scale which I just read out that were inherent in the CCI survey -
I do not think the member for Armadale is even listening to me - are very attractive to industry.  There is a reluctance to
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establish completely new areas, for example that at  Kemerton.  Although the Government is planning for the future there,
it has not been taken up to a large extent.  There is a critical mass for industry; it wants to be located where all the existing
industries are.  The member for Peel would know about the various pipelines that go from industry to industry at Kwinana
which connect into and feed off each other, whether they carry waste products or resources.  Those are the types of things
required for a world-class industrial area.

Ms MacTiernan:  So will the entire State have only one industrial area?

Mr Marlborough interjected.

Mr KIERATH:  Realistically we will not establish another heavy industrial area in Perth in the foreseeable future.  We need
to accommodate the future expansion of the one we already have. 

Ms MacTiernan:  What about Kingstream?

Mr KIERATH:  That will involve a big decentralisation at Geraldton.  What I read into that CCI letter is that many
industries do not want to be established at Geraldton; they want to be located in the metropolitan area, in many cases
because that is where the skilled labour they require resides.  The member for Armadale said that transportation was already
overloaded.  The MRS already contains plans for the Fremantle-Rockingham controlled access highway.  Road and rail
extensions are either planned or are under investigation.  These include Rowley Road, Anketell Road and the Roe Highway
extensions.  Transport requirements are a part of either FRIARS or the existing planning process.  

Another issue the member raised was the lack of certainty for land owners.  This Bill finally provides for certainty of use.
Alternatively, if we were to go down the path of an MRS, it would take between two and eight years to get this in place.
Once the intended use is known, land owners are able to realise their dollar potential in the new market and this will provide
certainty for them more quickly than would anything else we could do.  Once the master plan is in place, it allows for self-
development.

Ms MacTiernan:  The issue is not whether or not we have an MRS; we have never argued this should be part of the MRS.
The residents and the rural land holders are saying that, because they will have to wait for up to 25 years in some cases for
their land to come within the industrial rezoning, they will not be able to sell out for 25 years. 

Mr KIERATH:  Says who? 

Ms MacTiernan:  It will sell at a higher rate to get an industrial price which will enable them to re-establish.

Mr KIERATH:  I showed the member a graph showing the Wangara situation. 

Mr Thomas:  It was a graph of rural landowners. 

Mr KIERATH:  I agree with the member that the graph shows the land values.  We need to differentiate between the town
sites and the rural land.  In 25 years, the zoning will take place and add value.  The people who want to come in and develop
will buy from the existing people in terms of normal land speculation.  One must separate the arguments between the rural
and town site or residential blocks.  Industrial land has a higher value than rural, but lower than residential. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Will they be able to sell the rural land as industrial even when the area will not come on stream for 25
years as an industrial area?

Mr KIERATH:  They will.  It is like what happened in the Wangara estate.  People sold out once the zoning was made.
This is quicker than would otherwise occur with an MRS amendment.  This Bill provides the quickest option. 

Ms MacTiernan:  It will not all be rezoned at once; will it be staged? 

Mr KIERATH:  It will not be staged by one agency.  The master plan will be developed.  Once it is determined, it will be
up to the landowner and developers -

Mr Thomas:  And the market. 

Mr KIERATH:  Yes.  It is all part of the market.  They will buy in and develop.  It is possible that an area could be
developed as long as it fits within the master plan.  One will have infrastructure costs, which help to determine where
development takes place and whether it will be orderly or occur on a front. 

Ms MacTiernan:  What is the staging process then?  I understand that the staging process would move through.

Mr KIERATH:  If LandCorp, as was done with Canning Vale, acquired all the land, it would stage develop.  Most
developers with a substantial landholding stage development to get the best value for the property.  Once it is rezoned by
the process, it will substantially add value to the land.  It happened to Wangara, even though it is not fully developed.
About one-third of that estate is currently developed industrial, yet the prices started off in 1992 at about $2 a square metre,
and land sold this year for about $36 a square metre. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Will all the area be rezoned industrial immediately? 

Mr KIERATH:  Sure.

Mr Marlborough:  That part is intended to be an industrial-rezoned area as a result of the Bill. 
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Mr KIERATH:  It will, and that will occur in conjunction with the master plan which must be produced. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Is the process which will bring about the rezoning in the Bill or the master plan? 

Mr KIERATH:  The rezoning at the MRS level occurs through this Bill, and the master plan affects the local town planning
scheme. 

Ms MacTiernan:  How long will it take to get the town planning scheme amendment? 

Mr KIERATH:  We hope within two years. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Thereafter, can anyone sell land as industrial? 

Mr KIERATH:  When the master plan comes down in the local town zones as industrial areas, they can be sold as industrial
land.  Once it comes down, people with experience in development in the industry will expect that to occur.  There is no
shortage of people wanting to get in.  It will be different from Canning Vale as private developers will develop part, as well
as LandCorp.  Government is supplying property to LandCorp, which no doubt will stage the development, as occurred at
Canning Vale, according to the market.  It is a segment at a time.  This is to maximise returns. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Will those private landowners, as long as they are within the 800 hectares of general industrial area, be
able to start to sell as industrial units?

Mr KIERATH:  When this Bill effectively changes the MRS, it will add value to that land.  The more detailed value will
be added when the master plan is developed.  The broad-brush approach of this measure will add value to the land.

Mr Thomas:  It is very misleading. 

Mr KIERATH:  It is not misleading. 

Mr Thomas:  Its immediate impact will be marginal. 

Mr KIERATH:  The member is wrong, as the history of Wangara proves. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Is all the land at Wangara nominated stage one? 

Mr KIERATH:  The graph shows the land values of the sales during those years. 

Ms MacTiernan:  But we do not know the boundaries of the areas involved.

Mr KIERATH:  We know the boundaries of Wangara.  It is similar to Wattleup and Hope Valley today.  One can say with
a degree of confidence that we expect something similar to happen with this development.  Once the broad zoning came
in with Wangara, even though there were no detailed structure plans, there was an immediate increase in value.  Also, it
increased further when the detailed concept plan was made available. 

The member for Armadale said that the redevelopment area of nearly 1 000 hectares was too large. 

Ms MacTiernan:  I said we did not support an additional industrial estate of some 900 hectares.

Mr KIERATH:  If one had smaller areas, it would create transport and efficiency problems.  The member alluded to some
of these problems in her earlier argument. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Canning Vale is 600 hectares. 

Mr KIERATH:  It is 630. 

Ms MacTiernan:  That's right.  There are 500 hectares here of new land together with the existing strip.  How can that be
unproductive?

Mr KIERATH:  As indicated through various reports gathered together to produce the strategy, this proposal is an efficient
area.  On the one hand, the member argued that it involved transport and efficiency problems, but those problems would
be worse if a smaller area were involved. 

The member ran an argument for the formation of a redevelopment authority, but that approach has disadvantages.  First,
it is expensive and unnecessary to have an overriding development authority in this case.  It is useful to have the WA
Planning Commission involved in checking the master plan.  As a responsible authority on development approvals, it
removes any potential conflict of interest.  As a minister involved with three redevelopment authorities, people have
complained to me.  These authorities are not democratic individuals as they act like dictatorships.  Once they are given a
concept plan or a goal, their sole being is to implement that concept plan.  The process in the Bill keeps most of the normal
consultative processes in the loop so that people can have a say. 

The member was concerned about the level of compensation and said that regard must be given to the cost of moving. 

Ms MacTiernan:  And establishing a similar lifestyle. 

Mr KIERATH:  I went through those points before. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Living on one-fifth of an acre is very different from living on half an acre.  You suggested there was
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parity in moving to an adjoining suburb on one-fifth of an acre.  These people point out that they want the semi-rural
lifestyle. 

Mr KIERATH:  The member knows the area of Munster and Spearwood has that size blocks.  I gave the member prices
for Munster and Spearwood.  That area has blocks of different sizes.  

Mr Thomas:  In that case, you will have no problem with our amendment.

Mr KIERATH:  I do not think it is necessary. 

Ms MacTiernan:  If you really thought you were right, you would support the amendment.

Mr KIERATH:  I am trying to explain that the land values are the same.  The residents can buy in adjoining areas.  They
will receive more for their properties than that which properties in adjoining areas are selling for.  We will not again add
value to those properties.  The most important thing is that the residents can buy an equivalent property.  If the land is
voluntarily sold, the value will be negotiated between LandCorp and the resident.  Some concessions might be made along
the way; however, that is the situation that stands if the seller is willing.  When the land is compulsorily acquired,
compensation above the land value is payable under section 241 of the Land Administration Act.

The ninth issue the member for Armadale raised was that the time residents must wait for the rezoning and acquisition
process is too long.  I believe this process substantially shortens the time of rezoning so that there is no need to wait for
acquisition.  The experience of the Wangara industrial area was that rezoning increased values and refreshed the private
land market.  The tenth point the member raised was that the increased risk to industry needs managing.  That approach
ignores the possible risk to residents and I refer the member to the risk profiles on pages 19 and 21 of the report. 

Ms MacTiernan:  It is a pity you were not so concerned when you approved the motorplex.

Mr KIERATH:  Again, the member does not understand.  In many cases, it is okay to visit areas for short periods.
However, the level of risk is different when residents live near such areas.  This is part of the problem.  It might be
acceptable to visit such a place for eight hours a day or three hours a week, but it is not acceptable to live near it seven days
a week on a permanent basis.  The risk levels are different.

Ms MacTiernan:  The risk level arises from having 15 000 people in the area.

Mr KIERATH:  That is the point I am trying to make.  There must be lower risk levels in areas in which people reside
permanently than in areas where people are there for only short periods.

Ms MacTiernan:  It depends on the type of risk.

Mr KIERATH:  The eleventh point was that the town sites should remain.  If the town sites were to remain, they would
gradually suffer from planning blight.  They are already suffering from planning blight on a small scale.  

Mr Thomas:  They are not.

Mr KIERATH:  The areas in the vicinity of the existing industrial boundaries are suffering from planning blight, which will
get worse as industry moves closer to those areas.  It will certainly not get better.

Ms MacTiernan:  Planning blight comes through uncertainty.

Mr KIERATH:  If the town sites were to remain, people would be left in the same position as in Naval Base, where 17
households remain.  Those people hung on and did not go through a compulsory acquisition process or seek a guaranteed
buyer, and there is now no market for those properties.  That is sad for the people involved.  I have covered the major issues
raised by the member for Armadale, except for her comments about a review of the buffer zone.

The member for Cockburn referred to land values and said that industrial estates are changing.  Although that is true, usage
is tending towards more combined-commercial industrial estates, such as Canning Vale.  Some of the latter stages of
development in the industrial area are commercial arrangements.

Ms MacTiernan:  That is right. 

Mr KIERATH:  The latest development in Canning Vale is occurring on the fringe of the estate.

Mr Thomas:  People would not mind living across the road from that.

Mr KIERATH:  They would not mind living across the road from the commercial developments, but they would not be keen
to live across the road from the industrial businesses.  The design of Canning Vale means that the commercial parts of the
estate are on the outer fringes.

Ms MacTiernan:  That is precisely our argument.

Mr Thomas:  It is 40 years since they started planning Canning Vale.

Mr KIERATH:  The commercial area is the interface between the industrial and residential areas.  In some cases,
commercial areas occur next door to residential areas.

Ms MacTiernan:  That undermines your argument that the town sites cannot stay.
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Mr KIERATH:  Although the character of industrial estates is changing, their needs are not.  The member for Armadale
raised the issue of mosaic planning.   That would make planning more difficult and would force compromise solutions.
In some of the areas governed by redevelopment authorities, elements of combined retail, commercial and residential
development exist on a smaller scale.  However, in a large heavy industrial area, compromises would be forced that would
disadvantage the people who own land in the conservation or rural-residential areas.  We have already received complaints
from people who have been excluded from the industrial area but who want to be involved.

Ms MacTiernan:  Why have they been excluded from the industrial area?

Mr KIERATH:  The Government went through a public planning process, although the member for Armadale said we did
not take notice of it.  The final Fremantle Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy was amended in a range of areas
to take the written and oral submissions into account.

Ms MacTiernan:  What will happen with those people's land if it is not zoned industrial?

Mr KIERATH:  Some parts of the area will remain rural, or they might form part of the conservation estate.

Ms MacTiernan:  Will there still be rural areas?

Mr KIERATH:  Some properties in the area have not been included in the industrial area, but the owners want it to be
included.  The main reason for that is the increase in land values.

Ms MacTiernan:  Why have you not included them in the industrial area?

Mr KIERATH:  It was not me who did not include them.  FRIARS was an extensive process.

Ms MacTiernan:  You are the minister.

Mr KIERATH:  FRIARS went through the proper processes and went out for consultation.  Submissions were made, and
the people compiling the report made the recommendations.  It has been through that process.  Unless it is something that
has been overlooked, I will not overturn the decision.

Ms MacTiernan:  You must explain the recommendations.

Mr KIERATH:  I have.  Many cases like that are determined on balance.  People say they want some area left for rural land
and the people making the recommendations look at the quality of the land to see whether it is suitable.

Ms MacTiernan:  How much have you left for rural land?

Mr KIERATH:  Will the member stop asking questions when I am still answering her first question?  She should at least
have the courtesy and the decency to let me finish.  I have tried to answer her interjections.  

Ms MacTiernan:  You are missing the point.

Mr KIERATH:  I am not.  The member has delayed my time.  I think she has done it deliberately and now I must race
through the rest of my comments.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I move -

That the minister's time be extended by 15 minutes.

Question put and passed.

Ms MacTiernan:  Has some of the rural land in the area been reserved?

Mr KIERATH:  Yes.  I will provide the member with a copy of the plans.  The people undertaking FRIARS studied a
variety of land uses in the area.  The original proposal had a larger industrial area, which was reduced as a result of
submissions by people that some of the rural land had good, quality soil and so on.  The boundaries were then changed.

Mr Thomas:  People who own rural land will apply for rezoning.

Mr KIERATH:  That will happen in the long term - 15 to 20 years.

Mr Marlborough:  It might also be worth having some sort of intensive horticulture.

Mr KIERATH:  This allows that to happen.  It allows the decision making on that to be left in the hands of the landowner.

Mr Thomas:  In accordance with the principles of the mosaic.

Mr KIERATH:  No.  It is important to acknowledge that the buffer is set on licence limits and not emissions.  In order to
reduce the buffer, the State would need to buy back licences.  That would be a cost to the State and would also discourage
industry.  According to the Kwinana Industries Council, the area generates $3b per annum in production and $1.2b per
annum in exports.  The member for Cockburn compared the property values in Wattleup with Spearwood.  Property
valuation is complex and varies from area to area.  It is difficult to make comparisons, but in a broad-brush approach,
Spearwood is closer to Fremantle.  Spearwood has some elevated areas, and in those areas the values are much higher.
Spearwood is also surrounded by desirable residential areas, which cannot be said to be the case in Wattleup. 
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The member for Cockburn raised LandCorp's involvement in this.  LandCorp has expertise in industrial development.  The
final report recognises the need for social planning.  LandCorp acknowledges it needs to acquire expertise in this area.  It
will bring that on board. 

Mr Marlborough:  I do not think LandCorp has more than three planners. 

Mr Thomas:  They are all bean counters.

Mr KIERATH:  I do not know, although one of its officers, Tony Morgan, is the acting chief executive officer of the East
Perth Redevelopment Authority and he was a good acquisition.  LandCorp acknowledges that is not its strength and it needs
to acquire expertise in that area whether on contract, as consultants or whatever. 

Mr Marlborough:  If the minister does not accept our plan, at least it can run it in conjunction with the Department of
Planning.

Mr KIERATH:  As I explained, this process will keep the Planning Commission and allows the involvement of the local
council.  If there were a redevelopment authority, both of those bodies would be taken out of the process.  That brings me
to the point the member for Cockburn raised about the redevelopment authority.  I was pointing out that LandCorp is an
expert on industrial projects.  The social and environmental implications, to some extent, will be dealt with by way of a
master plan.  The document will be analysed by the Planning Commission before it commences and will provide a check
and balance.  The public will have the opportunity to make submissions on the master plan.  It is important that the master
plan will go to the public for submissions.  The public will have input. 

The member for Cockburn said the master plan should be a disallowable instrument.  No other town planning scheme or
redevelopment scheme is subject to this requirement. 

Mr Thomas interjected.

Mr KIERATH:  That is the broad-brush scheme.  There would no benefit in passing the Bill if the master plan were subject
to this requirement as it would be simpler in some ways to commence a metropolitan region scheme amendment.  If an MRS
amendment were pursued, there would be little impetus for the implementation authority to purchase residential lots.  There
would not even be an opportunity for compensation for injurious affection for those landowners, because that is not
available under the metropolitan region town planning scheme unless the land is reserved for a public purpose.  Therefore,
the MRS process would cause considerable delay.  It would perpetuate the uncertainty and lead to a potential reduction in
any type of compensation ultimately payable to landowners.

Mr Thomas:  It would introduce accountability.

Mr KIERATH:  The process offers accountability.

Ms MacTiernan:  How?

Mr KIERATH:  As I have explained, town planning and redevelopment authority schemes go through a public process
calling for public submissions, although none of them comes to this House for disallowance.

Mr Thomas:  It is equivalent to the MRS.

Mr KIERATH:  In some ways we could pass a Bill to establish a redevelopment authority.  However, why would we then
subject those instruments to a disallowance when no other planning instrument at that level can be disallowed.  This
involves public consultation, but not disallowance.  

The member for Maylands raised a number of points.  She said that industry created a greater risk to water quality in
Cockburn Sound than market gardens.  This may be true with heavy industry; however, it is not contemplated that the
redevelopment area will be all heavy industry.  General industry will pose a lesser risk to water quality than market gardens
in relation to nutrient and herbicide leaching that may occur.  An example is the turf farms in the Fremantle Rockingham
Industrial Area Regional Strategy area that use fungicides, herbicides and fertilisers in large amounts.  The studies show
that pollution going into Cockburn Sound as a result of those activities will be reduced by about 40 per cent.

The member for Maylands also raised the issue of a redevelopment authority, and I covered that.  The structure we are
putting in place allows the involvement of the expertise in the Planning Commission in all approvals.  If there were a
development authority, the Planning Commission would not be involved.  In this case, that would not be good for the people
of the area. 

The member for Maylands also referred to liveable neighbourhoods.  That is appropriate for a residential, retail and office
development like East Perth and Subiaco.  However, it is not appropriate for areas of light and general industry or heavy
industry. 

Have I answered all the issues raised by the member for Peel?

Mr Marlborough:  I mentioned the town sites, and the fact that there is no need for heavy industry in Hope Valley.  I also
referred to the method by which the Government intends to purchase land.  The present model for purchasing properties
has two severe restrictions; firstly, the hardship definition, and secondly, the amount of money attached to this, which is
$5m a year over the next $10 years.  The hardship clause should be reviewed.  Many people are coming to me - eight or
nine are on my books at the moment - who want to go now and have been rejected under the hardship provisions.  The
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Government should borrow money against the estate up front, or whatever, so it has more money to buy people out earlier
so they can go at their own speed.

Mr KIERATH:  I will address both of those issues.  They are two of the best points that have been raised in the debate so
far.  If this Bill is passed, we can buy out those hardship cases. 

Mr Marlborough:  Where would you get more money?

Mr KIERATH:  I am referring to the most difficult cases, which are residential purchases.  If the Bill is passed, LandCorp
will have the money.  We have had discussions with LandCorp and Treasury.  From Treasury's point of view, $5m over
10 years was set aside because of cash flow.  Nothing will stop it, for argument's sake, borrowing $10m that requires
repayment of $1m a year, and using $1m of the $5m to forward borrow.  We expect there will be a hump at the front end
with people in the residential areas wanting to sell out.  The allocation of $5m for 10 years will create cash flow.  Knowing
it will be fed over 10 years, we can borrow and probably use 30 per cent of it in the first year.  However, we must allocate
some of the moneys later to repay any borrowing.  I have been assured it will be possible to get funding arrangements to
cover that.  The only alternative available usually is for the Planning Commission to use its acquisition funds to purchase
properties.

Mr Marlborough:  Is that money coming from the Planning Commission?

Mr KIERATH:  Yes.  The Government thought it would spend only $5m, but it spent $12m.  That shows how much people
have wanted to sell and do something else.

Mr Marlborough:  I have eight or 10 people saying they cannot get through the hardship clause.

Mr KIERATH:  The hardship is temporary.  We are using other funds to buy the land and help people out of their position.
Planning is hurting because it has a cash flow problem which has affected other acquisitions.  I have had to sign a request
to Treasury for more money to meet requirements to the end of this financial year.

Mr Marlborough:  It works when you are assisting the Treasurer, doesn't it?  It opens new doors.

Mr KIERATH:  Perhaps I should not say this on the record, but I must be up front.  Treasury did not want to acquire the
town sites because the cheapest option was to leave them where they were.  To acquire the town sites will cost top dollar,
but ultimately the land will be worth less.  My first budget was knocked back, but I am sure that the second time it was
submitted it was approved because I was the Minister assisting the Treasurer.  That is the first time I have acknowledged
any advantage arising from this position.

Mr Thomas:  Just assist a little more and we will be happy!

Mr KIERATH:  If I accepted the amendment, Treasury would be delighted.  However, that would be the worst thing for
the people in those two areas.  Although we have the money now, Treasury was reluctant to provide it because obviously
it could have been spent in other areas, such as medical research for argument's sake.

Some people spoke to me and I said I would try to do the right thing by the people in those areas because I have a lot of
sympathy for them.  With these issues I must consider the long-term interests of people.  It is in their best long-term interests
to have a guaranteed buyer in the market.  We will probably end up with about 120 of the properties, which indicates a
substantial demand from people who qualified under hardship cases.  We must admit that demand is greater than we
expected.  If we do not go ahead with this I am prepared to walk away.  This is the right solution.  If it is not acceptable to
the Houses of Parliament we will seek other alternatives.  That is not in any way a threat.  Sometimes we must consider
reality.  It was difficult to get that money and I will not get any more.  We either deal with what we have and get on with
it, or move on to other projects.  The area has been blighted for many years.  Nearby development will only increase the
blight, therefore the Government and the community must be prepared to pay for it by compensating people appropriately.

Ms MacTiernan:  The blight is not caused by the area's being close to industry.

Mr KIERATH:  It is caused by the air-quality buffer zone.

Ms MacTiernan:  No-one knows what they can do with their property.

Mr KIERATH:  I have had appeals from people wanting to subdivide their property and the planning advice to me was not
to approve it because it was within the air quality buffer zone.

Ms MacTiernan:  That is not blight.

Mr KIERATH:  I think it is blight.

Ms MacTiernan:  We cannot subdivide in Peppermint Grove, but that does not mean it is plagued by blight.

Mr KIERATH:  There are various reasons that it is not possible to subdivide in Peppermint Grove.  One reason is probably
the density codes.  In this case, subdivisions would have fitted within the coding but, according to planning advice, because
it was within the air-quality buffer zone subdivision should not be allowed.

Ms MacTiernan:  That is why we need the planning scheme.

Mr KIERATH:  That is a planning blight on those people.
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Ms MacTiernan:  Not at all; it is because of the uncertainty.

Mr KIERATH:  As minister, I faced the dilemma of knocking back somebody's subdivision which, had it been anywhere
other than Wattleup, would have been approved.  The only reason I did not approve it, based on the advice I received, was
that it was within the air-quality buffer zone, which is a planning blight and, therefore, attracts no compensation.

Ms MacTiernan:  You could easily say these lots could be half-acre lots.

Mr KIERATH:  That block could not have been; it was 1 200 or 1 100 square metres, which is smaller than half an acre.
The people wanted to build a duplex to accommodate a family member.  I remember that because it was a turning point
which made me stop and ask how these people could be restricted.  It was clear evidence of a planning blight on a property
owner who was seeking approval to subdivide and develop under the correct coding and who would normally be given
approval.  The only reason his application was not approved was that it was within the air-quality buffer zone.  By an
instrument of the Environmental Protection Act, that is a planning blight which does not attract any compensation.  When
we introduce legislation it includes a requirement for compensation.  I answered the member for Peel.  I thank members
for their questions and I commend the Bill to the House.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (26)

Mr Ainsworth Mr Cowan Mr Kierath Mr Pendal
Mr Barnett Mr Day Mr Masters Mr Shave
Mr Barron-Sullivan Mrs Edwardes Mr McNee Mr Trenorden
Mr Bloffwitch Dr Hames Mr Minson Dr Turnbull
Mr Bradshaw Mr House Mr Nicholls Mrs van de Klashorst
Dr Constable Mr Johnson Mr Omodei Mr Wiese
Mr Court Mr Tubby (Teller)

Noes (16)

Ms Anwyl Dr Gallop Mr Marlborough Mr Ripper
Mr Brown Mr Grill Mr McGinty Mr Thomas
Mr Carpenter Mr Kobelke Mr McGowan Ms Warnock
Dr Edwards Ms MacTiernan Mr Riebeling Mr Cunningham (Teller)

Pairs

Mr Prince Ms McHale
Mrs Holmes Mrs Roberts

Question thus passed.

Bill read a second time. 

Consideration in Detail

Clause 1:  Short title -

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I will make a couple of comments about the short title to respond to some of the issues raised by the
minister and to clarify some of the comments that I made during the second reading debate.  First, the minister has scorned
the notion of a mosaic development by saying that it is not good planning.  One of the reasons he seems to be giving is that
there are winners and losers, because some people's land will be zoned industrial and other people's land will remain rural.
At the same time, he has acknowledged that, even within his development, although it is not done in a creative mosaic way,
he has broad-brush reallocations of land to an industrial zoning while other land remains rural.  Having a mosaic
development does not create that problem.  I put it to the minister that that problem already exists under his plan.  Often
it is the case that not everyone can be given the right to make windfall profit from their land rezoning.  A person does not
have an as-of right to rezone his land and make a windfall profit.  We must, and we routinely do, contain what people can
do with their land to achieve orderly planning for the greater good and amenity of the community.  To say that mosaic
developments must be ruled out because there will be winners and losers is a nonsense. 

The minister also said that it would be very wrong for us to leave these areas of Hope Valley and Wattleup zoned residential
because we would be further degrading those amenities.  The people in those communities do not believe they have a
degraded amenity.  They love those areas.  The minister was saying that by allowing some industrial areas around those
areas, we would create a further problem for the areas that are already in the shadow of heavy industry.  With mosaic
planning we believe there is a great possibility for creating some attractive conservation zones around those town sites and
having rural skirts to those town sites so they are protected from the industrial area to the degree that is necessary. 

I also noted another contradiction in what the minister was saying.  He said that commercial use is a big land use for these
sorts of areas; in particular, warehouses and showrooms are the sorts of commercial users that are taking up land in Canning
Vale and which are anticipated to become some of the principal land users in the new area.  There is nothing incompatible
about those commercial uses and residential uses.  Part of our argument has been that these will be big job creators.  It



8604 [ASSEMBLY]

makes sense to have core people in that area who, without heavily relying on transport infrastructure, will be able to access
those jobs and provide a small, but nevertheless captive, job employment source for industries of that nature.  Many of the
supposed responses we got from the minister support our arguments, rather than refute them.  

I also make it clear that we have said that we will review the air quality buffer zone.  We have a commitment to a buffer
zone.  We believe industry needs a buffer zone.  However, we have said that, once the land which remains within the buffer
zone is reviewed and we are sure it has been drawn on sound scientific principles, there will be restrictions on residential
subdivisions within that buffer zone.  That must be understood to be the direction in which we will go.  Of course, land
which falls outside the buffer zone will be treated very differently.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs Hodson-Thomas):  I remind members that we are referring to the title of the Bill.  It is not
an opportunity for them to make a further speech as if it were the second reading stage.

Mr THOMAS:  Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker, for that advice.  The member for Armadale was making some very
valuable points on matters relating to the title of the Bill and I believe members should have the benefit of hearing more.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  I have made my comments on the short title of the Bill.

Mr KIERATH:  I will clarify something I have said previously to the member for Armadale.  The original area that was
defined did include some rural areas, but it has been cut back.  I have some amendments that will be dealt with later which
will define the area in schedule 1.  Schedule 1 will not contain any rural areas.  All the rural areas will be outside the
boundaries of this Act. 

Clause put and passed.

Clause 2 put and passed.

Clause 3:  Interpretation -

Mr THOMAS:  I move -

Page 2, lines 15 to 17 - To delete the lines and substitute the following -

"Authority" means the Hope Valley-Wattleup Redevelopment Authority;

This amendment will have the effect of creating the Wattleup redevelopment authority.  A substantial number of the 15
pages of amendments that appear in my name on the Notice Paper today relate to this and are consequential upon that
amendment.  This appears in the interpretation clause because there is reference in the Bill to the authority being the
Western Australian Land Authority, a body created under the Western Australian Land Authority Act, which is known in
the vernacular as LandCorp.

This is an important amendment, and it is regarded so by the people who live in and are concerned with the area.  We wish
to have a redevelopment authority which will have sole responsibility and sole concern for making sure that whatever
redevelopment under whatever scheme is undertaken in this area is done to the best possible standards.  I indicated earlier
during the second reading debate that this is the biggest redevelopment scheme in Australia.  It will probably take place over
20 years.  It must be done properly, and we must ensure that whatever redevelopment takes place, it is undertaken to the
highest possible standards, having regard to the best developments that take place in the world.  It must be understood that
replication of Canning Vale in Cockburn and Kwinana is not wanted.  We want a world-class industrial estate that relates
well to the residential areas that abut it, that has regard to the very important conservation and environmental issues that
arise in that area and that is also concerned with the areas that abut it.

There are now three redevelopment authorities in the metropolitan area:  East Perth, Subiaco and Midland.  In each case,
the task that has been undertaken has been considered to be important enough to have a dedicated authority which has the
sole purpose of making sure that the task with which it is entrusted is done well and to the highest possible standards.  I had
some involvement with East Perth in its early days, and it has been spectacularly successful.  When the minister was
summing up the second reading debate, in response to my comments he said that those authorities were not working on an
industrial development; they were working on other zonings to residential, and therefore the comparison did not hold.  That
is simply invalid.  The fact that the Hope Valley-Wattleup redevelopment will not be residential does not mean that there
are not the same problems of assembling the land, of zoning, of road design and of making sure that the development relates
well to the other areas.

If this amendment were to succeed, the amendment which follows on from it would provide for representation from the
local authorities so that they can be involved in the project.  It makes provision for giving a terms-of-reference direction
about the sorts of patterns that the authority would seek to achieve, and it would make sure that there is representation on
the authority of conservation interests.  That is the very minimum that this Parliament can do for the people of Cockburn.
This Bill seeks to take a huge swath of the metropolitan area, including a couple of suburbs in which people live, and turn
it into an industrial area and, in practice, turf out those people at fire-sale prices.  We will oppose a number of aspects of
this.  Nevertheless, we support some sort of redevelopment in the area.  However, that redevelopment must be world's best
practice and of a standard which is unequalled anywhere else.  That requires a dedicated authority which has the sole
purpose of ensuring that that is done to the best possible standards.

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  In support of my colleague the member for Cockburn, I will pursue this at a later time.  In the
meantime, I want him to finish his line of argument.
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Mr THOMAS:  This is a substantial project; it will be a substantial job.  That is not to say that LandCorp does not have
expertise.  It may well have expertise; I am sure it does.  However, it is primarily a land developer.  It is described in the
vernacular as a bean counter - I do not want to use that in a pejorative sense.  When land is developed, it is important that
it be done economically and in the financial interests of the owners of the land - for the most part the State - that are
undertaking that development.  Nevertheless, the primary task of LandCorp is that of an industrial land developer.  That
is an important aspect of whatever redevelopment takes place in Hope Valley and Wattleup, but it is not the only aspect.
There are local issues.  The local authorities, the people who live in the area itself and in those areas that abut it will have
a considerable interest in the way that is done.

The minister has said that he is seeking to cut costs; he is trying to do it on a shoestring.  Therefore, he will get LandCorp
to do the development because it already exists.  There may be some economies of scale in having an existing government
authority undertake the job.  However, the size of operation that would be involved in setting up the sort of authority that
I have in mind would not be great.  There would be some officers from LandCorp whose time would be taken up on this
job, and those people could work for the authority that I envisage being established if this amendment is carried.  It also
means that although there may be a small loss of economies of scale, there is the advantage of having people whose job
is solely to plan a redevelopment of this nature, not as part of the priorities of an overall department.

Those of us who have been involved in government in one capacity or another will know that government priorities change
from year to year.  On occasions, for political reasons or for whatever reasons, a priority might change and people might
be directed to work in other areas.  Budgets might be tight in one year, so resources, staff and so on must be allocated to
a particular project.  We want a body which has the sole responsibility of making sure this job is done properly.

As we deal with later amendments, it will be apparent that there are a number of differences between the Opposition and
the Government about what should happen in this area.  The Opposition voted against the Bill.  Nonetheless, we all agree
that in the years to come there will be some redevelopment in this area.  It will transform a substantial portion of the
metropolitan area to an industrial estate, among other uses.  There is a need to ensure that that is done to world's best
practice.  I have made the point on a number of occasions in this debate and in public meetings that we must make sure that
we are not acting, imprisoned, if one likes, by the experience of former areas.  In the case of Canning Vale, it is a substantial
improvement on the industrial areas it displaced.  Herdsman, a more recent industrial estate in the northern suburbs, is
substantially different from Canning Vale.  I have no doubt that the sorts of industries that will seek to locate themselves
in the Wattleup-Hope Valley area will be different from those that have located in Canning Vale, the one which is most
often cited.  We will create an area which has a different ambience; it will be a different type of area.

We need a dedicated authority.  It need be only a small one, with possibly half a dozen staff - I am not sure.  It need not
be a big operation.  However, it should be solely dedicated to working out world's best practice in meeting these needs and
making sure it happens in this area.  I suggest that this Parliament will do the people of Cockburn a great disservice if it is
not at least prepared to create a dedicated authority to ensure that redevelopment in that area is done to the best possible
standards.

Mr KIERATH:  I do not accept what the member said.  The redevelopment authorities were established when no other
suitable government agency was available to handle those situations.  We now have a suitable government agency,
LandCorp.  Most people know that LandCorp originated from the Industrial Lands Development Authority, and those two
bodies have had responsibility for developing industrial areas in this State.  LandCorp developed the Canning Vale
industrial estate, and I am advised it is involved in the development of the Wangara and Kemerton estates.  It obviously has
expertise in developing industrial areas, whether light, commercial or heavy industrial areas.  There is no need for a new
authority, and the Government will not support the amendment on that basis.  

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  We are dealing with this Bill today because of the uniqueness of this land mass created by the
existing Kwinana heavy industrial strip.  I have been a member in this place representing that area for 14 years, and I know
the issues involved better than most.  There is a history to this issue, involving various Governments, and I will try to paint
the picture.

In 1979 in the original map for the town of Wattleup it extended east of the railway line.  That urbanisation of Wattleup
was stopped in 1979 because Governments were becoming aware of scientific evidence that the levels of airborne pollutants
were not appropriate for urban areas.  I was elected in 1986 when the Labor Party was in government, and as the local
member I attended meetings with the then Premier and the chief executive officer of the City of Fremantle, Mike Fraser.
I argued that the development of half-acre lots in Hope Valley should be increased.  Even though it was recognised that the
area came within an air quality buffer zone, some people wanted more lots to be developed.  Regardless of the scientific
evidence, they wanted to live in that area because they liked the lifestyle.  The Kwinana Town Council went one step
further.  It agreed that if the Premier of the day allowed the Hope Valley town site to be extended, by providing more half-
acre blocks for development, the Government could issue a certificate of caveat to every new purchaser which recognised
that he had purchased land within an air quality buffer zone.  That argument was rejected by the Labor Government in 1989,
because of the overwhelming scientific evidence that approval should not be given for urban cells in areas known to be
impacted upon by nearby heavy industrial development with high levels of airborne pollutants.  That kind of development
would not be planned today.  That does not take away from the fact that for all sorts of reasons people were happy to live
there; some were attracted to the lifestyle and others to the affordability of the area.  Some people who purchased their first
home in Wattleup or Hope Valley could not have afforded to purchase a home near the metropolitan area in any other
location.  The lifestyle also allowed them in many instances to live close to their workplace.  
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With that history in mind, I ask the minister to consider the amendment.  We are dealing with the most unique piece of real
estate in Western Australia.  I have been preaching this for many years among my colleagues.  Governments in our lifetime
cannot duplicate this development in the metropolitan area.  The boards of Broken Hill Proprietary Co Ltd, Alcoa of
Australia Ltd, and WMC Resources Ltd want their plants to remain close to a deepwater port and in the metropolitan area.
They are very good reasons, determined by the bankers, for expansion or location in those areas.  

I could go on for hours about the uniqueness of the real estate.  Because of that uniqueness, whether we like it or not, we
must live with it for the next 50 years.  Governments have recognised they need to put new models in place to manage that
real estate.  This amendment seeks to do that.

Mr THOMAS:  My colleague the member for Peel has referred to the unique aspects of the area, and he is dead right.  That
is one of the reasons it is appropriate that there be a dedicated authority.  One of the provisions in the amendment I will
move relates to the constitution of the proposed Hope Valley-Wattleup redevelopment authority.  The Government is setting
up a mickey mouse outfit to have management responsibility over Cockburn Sound.  I have called for the creation of a
Cockburn Sound trust, similar to the Swan River Trust, to have responsibility for the management of the waters of Cockburn
Sound.  The Government has responded, not by accepting the proposition which I believe has merit, but by setting up a
subcommittee under the Water and Rivers Commission.  That is very good in itself, although it is not the Cockburn Sound
trust modelled on the Swan River Trust.  If the Swan River merits a trust, why does Cockburn Sound not also merit a trust?
The Government said no, in its typical way of treating the people of Cockburn, and has said it can make do with a
committee.  I guess there will be a committee until there is a change of government, and it is better than nothing at all.  

In working out the area of jurisdiction of that committee, the Government recognises that it is necessary to have jurisdiction
over the areas to the east; that is, the land to the east where the ground water forms, because the drainage in that area is all
subsurface and the water seeps into Cockburn Sound from various sources.  It is necessary to have some representation on
an authority responsible for setting up and managing industrial redevelopment in that area.  The minister will say LandCorp
can do it; and it can do it if it is inclined to.  However, that is not quite good enough; a hope and a prayer that LandCorp
might do it are not good enough. We want a body with direct representation from the people who have responsibility for
the environmental management of Cockburn Sound to be on the body responsible for the development of the area where
so much of the subsurface drainage originates.  

In closing the second reading debate, the minister said some of the turf farmers and horticulture enterprises in that area were
responsible for the nutrient-rich subsurface drainage that ends up in Cockburn Sound.  In that respect he is absolutely
correct.  I am pleased he knows that, but I am not sure the people in LandCorp know that, or will be aware of it over the
next 20 years.  We must ensure proper regard is had for these considerations in the redevelopment of that area.  The way
to ensure that occurs is by the establishment of a dedicated authority which has among its constitution people whose origins
are in representing those interests.  Also those people should have that job alone, and not be part of a department which may
have much bigger fish to fry at some time in the future and, hence, not give this the attention it deserves.

Mr MARLBOROUGH:  I would like the minister to keep in mind the unique aspect of the Kwinana region and the fact that
the Wattleup and Hope Valley town sites and this proposed industrial site sit within it.  In the years that I have lived there,
the normal processes of LandCorp and/or the Ministry for Planning have been seen to be inadequate to handle the general
pressures of that estate.  I will give some evidence of that.  When the Opposition was in government, which flowed on into
the minister's time in government, it had to create a special body to handle the proposed development of the IP14 area.  As
the minister would be aware, the IP14 area is east of the Old Mandurah Road, close to Patterson Road.  Although it is zoned
heavy industrial, it came under the microscope because of a proposal to establish a compact steel development there.  Public
and local authority concern was such that the potential impact of that industry on the nearby areas of Hillman and Leda
meant that the Government could not get away with handling it through the normal processes of planning or through
LandCorp management which had the control of IP14.  We then, as the Government, established a local committee to advise
and participate at ministerial level, which included community representatives with environmental concerns and the local
government, particularly the City of Rockingham council.

However, other groups were concerned and I will refer to them.  Currently in place in that region is the Kwinana
coordinating committee.  As the local member, I am invited to that committee's meetings about every two months.  The
committee was established by industry as industry realises that it is no good these days to simply rely on the regulations
that drive it.  If its public relations or its ability to have an image of a good neighbour with urbanisation is not working, it
needs a conduit directly into the community so that the community can ask the necessary searching questions for it to be
happy living side by side with industry; we all know how important that is.  The acceptance of industry and urbanisation
living next to each other is unique in the Kwinana region and it must be retained.

The Kwinana Air Buffer Zone Committee also advises the Government.  On that committee are public servants and
members of local councils from Rockingham, Kwinana and Cockburn.  It meets on a regular basis and was established as
a conduit from the management of the Kwinana industrial strip to the local community for input into the ongoing running
of the Kwinana industrial estate.  

Last week my colleague the member for Cockburn spoke about his plan for Cockburn Sound.  The Government officially
established what it has called the Cockburn Sound Managing Council and I received a letter in my electorate office last
week advising me of that initiative.  Again, there is local government representation on that body and, I presume, a broader
representation of community and environmental people.  The minister in his other portfolio, where he has been involved
in the planning of the Kwinana speedway, which in itself was controversial, has established an ongoing advisory committee
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that will advise him directly and will have input into the planning of that development and how to deal with it through the
public processes.

I say to the minister that there are already in existence in those four areas plans which demonstrate that unless Governments
can take the people with them in a 30-year plan in the State's most unique piece of real estate, they will run into difficulties.
This amendment will allow the minister to do that.

Mr THOMAS:  I discern another aspect behind this provision in the Bill and the Government's rejection of the amendment
which I have moved.  There are turf wars in government departments where people want to expand their territories and areas
of responsibility.  I understand that the people in the Ministry for Planning would like to have a planning authority, or a
body like that, which would have responsibility.  On the other hand, the people in the departments in the Lands portfolio - I
am not reflecting on the minister - would like to have the authority as it would expand their turf and area of responsibility.
Within this internecine war of bureaucracy - the turf war - the Lands portfolio won over the Planning portfolio.  If that win
prevails, it will be a most unfortunate and unhappy outcome.  We want good, sensible, imaginative and world's best
standards of planning; not simply land development which realises the best bucks for a square metre of land, to which
LandCorp is dedicated and is no doubt good at on occasions when it is the most important consideration and the desired
outcome.  However, in this case, apart from a good return for the square metres, we want sensitive, imaginative and world's
best-class planning in this area.  The fact that the Lands portfolio has won over the Planning portfolio in the turf war is
unfortunate and I implore the minister to support this amendment which is modest and which would make a big difference.

Mr KIERATH:  I want to respond to the two members in this light:  The process in this Bill has been taken from
redevelopment authorities.  A redevelopment authority develops a concept plan which in this Bill we have called a master
plan, which must go through all the various processes.  The difference is that this plan cannot be implemented until it has
been approved by the Western Australian Planning Commission and published in the public arena.  Currently, a
redevelopment authority does not require Planning Commission approval whatsoever.  Going down the path of this model,
other than what is proposed by the member's amendment, means that the Planning Commission and the local authorities
will be involved in the process. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Are you saying that the Planning Commission is disengaged from the East Perth Redevelopment
Authority?

Mr KIERATH:  Absolutely.

Ms MacTiernan:  So they do not take planning advice?  They just hop off and do it?

Mr KIERATH:  That is absolutely right.

Mr Thomas:  Why don't you look at the results?  They have done an excellent job.

Mr KIERATH:  I am trying to point out to the member that he cannot have it both ways.  On one hand, with a
redevelopment authority the Planning Commission and the councils are taken out of the loop.

Mr Thomas:  No, they are represented on it.

Mr KIERATH:  However, they have a minority vote.  If the member looks at the history of redevelopment authorities, for
example Midland Redevelopment Authority, he will see the local authorities could not handle the different vested interests
and needed an authority with a majority vote as they could not resolve the issues themselves.  

Ms MacTiernan:  So you gave them a whole mob of members that look like you.

Mr KIERATH:  I am trying to explain the difference between a redevelopment authority and what we are dealing with in
this Bill.  This Bill has a principle similar to a redevelopment authority which must develop a master plan which will have
the input of the Planning Commission before it goes out to the public.  Under clause 13 the plan is required to have the
involvement of local government, which the member for Cockburn raised.  When the master plan is prepared, LandCorp
must consult with the Cockburn and Kwinana councils before submitting the plan to the Planning Commission.  At the
development approval stage, which comes under clause 27 of the Bill, local government may make recommendations to
the Planning Commission on development applications.  Therefore, local government is involved.  However, on the
principle of developing a master plan and then having that developed and implemented, in this case we have a government
agency - LandCorp - which has expertise in developing industrial land.  I agree with the member for Peel that the area is
a unique piece of real estate.  I think in his comments the member for Peel agreed with my comments on why people want
to locate in Kwinana and not other areas.  The member said that Kemerton or Oakajee would never compete with Kwinana
and that is absolutely right; they are different altogether.

Ms MacTiernan:  So the minister does not have any faith in Kemerton?  That is a good press release for the people of
Bunbury:  "Minister says no hope for Kemerton."

Mr KIERATH:  I did not say that at all.  I said Kemerton will never take the place of Kwinana.

Ms MacTiernan:  We are not asking that it take Kwinana's place.

Mr KIERATH:  I am repeating what the member for Peel said and I agree with him rather than agreeing with the member
for Armadale. 
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I am advised that the master plan will have to include a social transition strategy.  Is the member for Armadale listening?
No; she is not listening.  She referred to social issues and I said the master plan will have to include a social transition
strategy.  The member for Peel referred to the speedway.  All I can say is that it is under the control of the management
committee and the committee manages the different uses.  It is not required in this case.

Ms MacTIERNAN:  Labor's vision for this area demands a specialist redevelopment authority.  As we have said before,
we would do something far more sophisticated than just blanket rezone the entire area to industrial use.  We would put in
place a far more subtle and sophisticated planning regime that we believe has been successful in other Western countries
and is much better than providing a broadacre industrial estate, which is what is proposed here.  The minister has admitted
that what is considered to be industry is changing and much of the land that is zoned industrial will be used for businesses
of a more commercial nature.  I presume he is referring to warehouses and showrooms and that style of broadacre
commercial land use.  

We are concerned about the minister's comments on the way the land will be redeveloped.  One gets the impression from
those comments that after the master plan has been developed, a "let it rip" approach will be adopted, with people going
off and putting together land packages for different parts of the area with very little consideration being given to
coordination by the different groups of landowners.  We do not know what level of detail will be contained in the master
plan.  However, after hearing the minister's vision for the area with people doing their own thing, the development may
become a real hotchpotch and the advantages that could be gained from good planning - that is, the location of commercial
warehouse-style developments vis-a-vis the more traditional general industrial developments - will not be maximised.  It
is therefore important that we establish a proper redevelopment authority.  From the way the minister described the
LandCorp model, once the master plan is completed, it will be pretty much a hands-off approach by the Government and
a piecemeal development will be allowed to go ahead.  That will not lead to a high-quality estate - even a high-quality
industrial estate.  Therefore, it is important that, even under the Government's model, a redevelopment authority be
established.  Under Labor's model, which retains and protects the town sites with a reasonable buffer of non-industrial areas,
there will be an interplay between agricultural, horticultural and industrial uses which will require a great deal of
sophistication and community input.  

It would be totally inappropriate to give a project like this to LandCorp.  Even under the Government's model of a broadacre
industrial estate, and given the complexity of the various industrial uses and the need to be mindful of the amenity of an
industrial area, it must be a pleasant place for people to work.  Industry is aware that it is not good for staff or community
morale to just have hectares of land on which there has been no attempt to create a pleasant or attractive environment, even
if the primary use of the land is industrial.  There is a need, even with land zoned general industrial, to provide for the
amenity of the area through proper planning.  

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (17)

Ms Anwyl Dr Gallop Mr Marlborough Mr Ripper
Mr Brown Mr Grill Mr McGinty Mrs Roberts
Mr Carpenter Mr Kobelke Mr McGowan Mr Thomas
Dr Edwards Ms MacTiernan Mr Riebeling Ms Warnock

Mr Cunningham (Teller)

Noes (20)

Mr Barron-Sullivan Mr Cowan Mr Kierath Mr Shave
Mr Bloffwitch Mr Day Mr McNee Mr Trenorden
Mr Bradshaw Mrs Edwardes Mr Minson Dr Turnbull
Dr Constable Dr Hames Mr Nicholls Mrs van de Klashorst
Mr Court Mr Johnson Mr Pendal Mr Tubby (Teller)

Pairs

Mr Graham Mr Prince
Ms McHale Mrs Holmes
Mr Bridge Mr Baker

Amendment thus negatived.

Mr KIERATH:  I move -

Page 3, lines 23 to 25 - To delete the following -

, which is to contain a description of an area, to be identified in the document as the "Study Area Focus",
sufficient to accurately identify it

This clarifies that the area of the redevelopment will be the area described in schedule 1 and not any wider area. 

Mr THOMAS:  The Opposition supports this amendment.  As I understand it, the original provisions in the Bill allowed
the area affected to be expanded without necessarily referring to Parliament.  That lack of accountability was causing
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concern in the area.  I believe that that was unrealistic.  However, residents raised concerns with me that this Bill might slip
through and that the Government would then use the methods prescribed in it to expand the area that could be affected by
the redevelopment and that they would have no redress.  I am sure that was not the intention, but that capacity would have
existed in the Bill.  The Opposition is pleased to see some small degree of accountability preserved in the Bill.

Amendment put and passed.

Clause, as amended, put and passed.

Clause 4:  Redevelopment area defined - 

Mr KIERATH:  I move -

Page 3, line 29 to page 4, line 17 - To delete the lines.

The same explanation applies. 

Mr THOMAS:  The Opposition supports the amendment for the same reasons.  However, we would like to move to insert
after "Schedule 1" the words "but shall not include the Wattleup or Hope Valley town sites."  This is one of the most
important opposition amendments.  I hope that the House and the minister will give it earnest consideration.  

The Opposition believes that it is not necessary for these town sites to be included.  If they are included, they will be
effectively closed down and the people moved out of their properties, which they will be forced to sell at fire-sale prices.
In most cases they are the only assets or the most substantial assets those people own.  These people should receive fair
compensation if they are to be moved, but the Opposition's first preference is that they not be moved.  

The Wattleup and Hope Valley town sites do not need to be closed down for health reasons.  A popular impression has
developed that the town sites are subject to pollution at a dangerous level; that is, that people should not be living there for
health reasons.  It is not health reasons but planning considerations that have precluded further subdivision.  We want
industrialised areas separated from areas in which people live for reasons of amenity as much as anything else. 

In this case, we have two town sites that do not need to be closed.  With some imaginative planning, those town sites could
experience a new future as part of a mosaic development that would include rural activities, industry and horticulture.  Such
a development would also allow for adjacent residential areas.  

The areas involved have been allowed to run down.  In the past 12 months, the Government has been acquiring houses in
that rundown area.  People have been going to the Government in desperation asking to be bought out because no-one else
will buy their properties.  They have been bought out for fire-sale prices and assets in the community have been devalued.
The Government has realised the accruing benefit by acquiring those properties at fire-sale prices and using them for rental
accommodation.  The quality of life and the ambience of the area have been considerably degraded as a result.  I will
continue to argue that that should not happen.  This land use can coexist with industrial activity and the other land uses that
should occur in such a development.  These areas could have a new, bright future as part of that mosaic development - in
fact, a brighter future than they have had in the past.  The people affected should not be treated in such a cavalier manner.

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.

[Continued on page 8619.]

FORESTS, TELEVISION COMMERCIALS

Statement by Member for Maylands

DR EDWARDS (Maylands) [12.50 pm]:  I wish to draw to the attention of the House the fact that the Government is
currently spending $190 000 on what I would call forest propaganda. Answers to questions the Opposition has asked in the
Legislative Council reveal that the two television commercials that are being run at the moment - one to promote national
parks, and the other to promote maritime pine - will initially cost more than $100 000.  In addition, the Government has
spent $90 000 to produce 765 000 copies of its latest pamphlet entitled "WA Plantations".  This compares very poorly with
the amount of only $250 000 that the Government has budgeted in 2000-01 for the creation of new national parks.  Last
year, the Government spent $50 000 on promoting the Regional Forest Agreement, and more than $80 000 on a pamphlet
entitled "WA Forests Today", bringing the total cost of this propaganda blitz to more than $320 000.  The advertisements
that are being run at the moment have been highlighted in the past in the Government's previous pamphlets and campaigns.
We believe the Government is throwing around taxpayers' money in trying to convince the voters of its green credentials
when its track record speaks for itself.  It has managed to create only one new national park in eight years in government,
and it continues to promote the logging of old-growth forests.  We believe that until the Government calls for a proper end
to the logging of old-growth forests, the community will remain very sceptical about these propaganda campaigns. 

HOME INVASION, PETITION

Statement by Member for Mitchell

MR BARRON-SULLIVAN  (Mitchell - Parliamentary Secretary) [12.52 pm]:  Recently I was given a petition coordinated
by Laurens Koning and Julie Martin which was signed by no less than 557 south west residents.  I would dearly like to
present this petition to the Parliament, but the rules of this House prevent me from doing so.  This is because the petition
is directed to the Director of Public Prosecutions and not to the Parliament, and because the detailed contents are sub judice.



3086 [COUNCIL]

HOPE VALLEY-WATTLEUP REDEVELOPMENT BILL 2000

Second Reading

Resumed from 17 August.

HON J.A. COWDELL (South West) [7.44 pm]:  How appropriate that we have reached here already and are now
dealing with an item that until recently was Order of the Day No 28 on the Notice Paper and, more recently, was Order
of the Day No 14.

Hon Ken Travers:  Time flies when you are having fun.

Hon J.A. COWDELL:  Does it not?

I rise on behalf of the Australian Labor Party to oppose the second reading of this Bill.  The Labor Party has been
consistent in its opposition to this legislation.  We opposed it in the Legislative Assembly and we will continue to
oppose it in this place.  We have not changed our opinion of the worth or, more particularly, the deficiencies of this
legislation.  This evening I shall refer to a number of matters and, in particular, key issues at hand in respect of the basis
of the Bill.  They include the minister's second reading speech and the arguments that were advanced in it, the counter-
arguments put by the minister in addressing some concerns, and Labor's policy should this particular Bill go beyond the
second reading stage and be enacted.

The Labor Party finds this Bill unacceptable for a number of reasons.  First, the Bill, if it were enacted, would lead to
the destruction of the Hope Valley and Wattleup town sites.  We want these town sites to be specifically excluded from
the redevelopment.  They comprise somewhat less than one-quarter of the area of development and take up about 200
hectares.  In the early 1980s the town site at Kwinana Beach was closed for the Wesfarmers CSBP Ltd expansion.  I
remember it well, as the site was closed down progressively over a number of years.  Subsequently, the Naval Base
town site was closed for the establishment or expansion of Alcoa of Australia Ltd.  In fact, some of the residents of the
Naval Base town site were relocated in the area of Hope Valley that is now under consideration for redevelopment, so it
is a progression.

The two urban communities of Hope Valley and Wattleup have told the Labor Party loudly and clearly that they have a
strong attachment to the area.  They have built their lives there.  There is no overwhelming reason for these residents to
be denied the right to continue to live in their communities.  The Government is proposing to take the homes of 700
Western Australians.  I state very clearly that the Government needs overwhelmingly strong grounds to do it.  The
Opposition does not believe that health or amenity reasons justify this action.  These residents are our traditional
constituency and we intend to fight for our constituency.  The Opposition believes that an enormous amount can be
done to provide the town sites of Hope Valley and Wattleup with improved community infrastructure by surrounding
them with a mixture of zonings of commercial, rural and conservation buffers.  In that way, those town sites will
become attractive and secure for those small communities.  The first reason we oppose this Bill is that we oppose the
destruction of these towns.

The second reason is that the Bill penalises local residents specifically.  In our view, the Bill makes no provision for fair
rates of compensation.  When a block is resumed in a legal sense as opposed to the practical sense that is occurring
now, a person is entitled to compensation at a rate as though the property were not affected by the purpose for which it
is to be resumed.  Although land values in Wattleup have been increasing of late, they are below those in adjoining
suburbs, obviously because industry has developed around Wattleup, and because the numerous studies that have
accrued over the years have meant that the future of Wattleup has always been in question.  This undoubtedly has had
an impact on land values in that town.  Normally when a property is resumed and people are forced out of their homes -
a process that is facilitated, although not required, by this Bill - owners are entitled not only to the unaffected value of
their property but also to a 10 per cent solatium to compensate for inconvenience.  These people are entitled to at least
that level of compensation, but such a level of compensation is not provided for in this Bill.

We are told that the State needs the town sites of Wattleup and Hope Valley for industrial land; it is for the greater good
of the State.  However, the problem we have with this legislation is that those people who must make the sacrifice for
the greater good of the State will not, in our opinion, be given adequate consideration.  This Bill will put LandCorp in
charge of this process.  No specific redevelopment authority will be created along the lines of the authorities that have
been created for Subiaco, Midland and East Perth.  LandCorp has considerable speciality in industrial estates, rather
than in adopting a community planning approach.  It sets out to maximise the return to government.  In my area, its aim
with regard to the Mandurah marina is to maximise the return to government.  LandCorp is probably doing a good job
in a direct commercial sense, but in this case we are referring to communities, and it is not just a matter of maximising
the return to government.

Once this process starts, infrastructure will start to deteriorate in these towns long before all the houses are bought out
under the Government's 20-year scheme.  Two important elements of infrastructure that will go in Hope Valley and
Wattleup are the two schools, and the question is:  At what stage will they go, and how will this impact on the
remaining families?  There will be a gradual decline.  As the Government points out with regard to the legislation, it is
not formally compulsory acquisition.  It is a buyout over time.  Therefore, of course the amenity will, or may,
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deteriorate over that time, without people being bought out. A serious problem with this Bill is that it will result in the
slow and gradual death of these communities.

We are told that this Bill must be passed in order to meet the industrial requirements of the State.  The Opposition
recognises the need for broadacre general industrial land.  We are told there is an immediate need for about 800 or
1 000 hectares of industrial land.  We do not believe there is an immediate need for this amount of land at this time,
particularly given the under-utilisation of the current industrial area.  Canning Vale at around 628 hectares took 25 to 29
years to fill.  Many manufacturing processes now require smaller rather than larger areas of land.  Those businesses that
are land-hungry, such as direct mail or Internet shopping businesses that require large warehouse sites, are not
necessarily incompatible with nearby population centres and do not necessarily need to be areas that are cleared of
housing.  Not all industry, certainly from the arguments that are put to us by government, is Dickensian, being heavy
smokestack-style industry.  Indeed, the minister has said that much of the industrial area will effectively be devoted to
commercial use which would not be incompatible with nearby residential areas.

The Opposition convened a community forum at which business and community groups were represented.  The
message that came through was that industry was not arguing that we should get rid of these town sites.  The Minister
believes that heavy industry wants to relocate further to the east.  That is not our experience.  Of course the Minister for
Energy, as opposed to the Minister for Planning, indicated recently that the days of the Kwinana power station being
part coal-fired are numbered, as I am well aware from my constituents in Collie, who tell me that they look at the coal
mounting in that area and the fact that it will not be shipped to Kwinana for too much longer.  Therefore, there will be
an improvement, rather than a deterioration, in the air quality in this area.  Another environmental consideration is that
it appears that the only reason that Hope Valley comes under threat is the view that heavy industry should be located in
that area.  We are opposed to this heavy industrial estate, for very good and obvious planning reasons.  Once the heavier
industrial estate starts moving eastwards, the air quality buffer zone could be potentially moved with it or eaten up by it.
Once people are moved out of the locality, in a residential sense, the argument for high levels of environmental
protection may be weakened.

The Opposition believes that modern planning procedures do not require the overwhelming single-use estate.  This
legislation does not constitute good or modern planning procedure.  The Australian Labor Party has rejected the blanket
industrial zone.  As it has previously stated in the public arena, its members would like to see mosaic planning that
accommodates conservation areas, rural uses and industrial developments.  Rather than a big slab of industrial land, a
more complex configuration should be planned, which includes a mixture of conservation around the town sites
interspersed with rural and general industrial allotments.

We must have new planning concepts.  People must live closer to their place of work.  Workers should live close to
their place of production because the luxury of relatively cheap transport that we have today will not always be
available.  Enormous zones that are effectively monocultures requiring massive transportation infrastructure both in and
out of them are not desirable.

For those key reasons, the Opposition cannot support the second reading of this Bill.  It does not concur with the
destruction of the town sites of Hope Valley and Wattleup.  The Opposition believes that the regime proposed in this
Bill does not provide an appropriate level of compensation, even if this development were to proceed.  There is
certainly no immediate relief for those who may want to leave the area.  Some residents may be stuck there for 20 years.
The Opposition cannot see an overwhelming argument in support of the immediate needs of industry.  Industry could be
accommodated by a more modest expansion of the Kwinana industrial area.  We are certainly not convinced of the need
to expand the heavy industry component of the strip.  We are concerned about environmental considerations and the
monoculture planning procedures that seem to be embodied in this legislation.

In his second reading speech, the minister announced that the area had been blighted by many years of inaction, when a
clear view of land-use change, backed by clear decisions by government, was missing.  One can admit that to be the
case.  The minister said that the metropolitan area was facing a shortage of industrial land.  One can admit that without
coming to the conclusion that approximately 1 000 hectares must be resumed in the immediate future.  The minister
made some startling claims that the passage of this Bill would yield environmental benefits, including a positive
contribution to cleaning up Cockburn Sound.  I cannot see that immediate argument being applied in support of this
legislation!  The minister further stated -

the plan provides for a wide range of planning benefits, including more than 12 000 jobs located close to where
people will be living, the establishment of a wide range of industries that will meet world’s best practice . . . 

I do not know whether the 12 000 jobs are a 20-year projection.  However, the proposal is to move many of the workers
away from the immediate vicinity of these jobs.

The minister pointed out that an intensive consultative campaign had been engaged in with the local community over
the past 12 months.  That is true.  The community was consulted and has expressed its opinion.  It continued, and
continues, to be consulted until they will come up with an alternative and acceptable view.  I have offered my
commiserations to those staff at “Fort Planning of the Bronx” down there who face the local constituents.
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The minister referred to the need for 100 hectares of heavy industrial land in Hope Valley.  The Labor Party does not
concur with that view.  The minister said that the Government is aware of the differing aspirations of the community in
the affected area and is sensitive to these aspirations.  He claimed that the plan would provide choice as some people
will want to leave the area sooner than others.  That is the element of choice - leave now or in 20 years’ time.  The
Government commended the legislation as expediting traditional planning procedures.  The minister argued that it was
to be commended.

The minister referred in his second reading speech to clause 34 of the Bill as setting out compensation mechanisms,
which will -

. . . enable landowners to make claims for compensation for injurious affection as if the area were subject to a
town planning scheme.

Again, the Opposition has some considerable concern about the adequacy of the compensation provisions in this Bill.
The Minister for Planning argued his case, claiming that the Bill did not specifically allow for closure of the town sites.
No.  It only effectively allows for the closure of the town sites.

Hon J.A. Scott:  There is nothing about compulsory acquisition, either.

Hon J.A. COWDELL:  That is right.  The minister claimed that the other broad issue raised is that the current heavy
industry land provision is inadequate for the future.  The Labor Party rejects that view.  That is a difference of opinion
between the Government and the Opposition.  The minister took a strong line on the necessity for the concentration of
industry in one area.  He argued that 600 hectares or 800 hectares is not sufficient, but the 628 hectares in Canning Vale
was sufficient to meet the immediate needs of industry.  However, he presented no evidence of the immediate necessity
in the area other than a vague letter from the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia.

The minister argued very strongly that it was essential to close down the town sites.  It was also necessary that market
gardens move out of the area, because increased mechanisation required that they have larger areas, and they were no
longer viable in this area.  The Opposition does not believe that these points carry the minister’s case.  The minister put
up an argument in favour of the expertise of LandCorp, and indeed it is expert at maximising returns to the
Government, but not necessarily the ideal instrumentality for developing a community plan.  The minister said that the
Bill provides a well-tried compensation procedure and the basis for compulsory acquisition that is used by most
government agencies.  It may be well tried, but we do not believe that it is adequate in this case.  We oppose this second
reading because we find the minister’s argument unconvincing in many respects and the Bill deficient in major areas.

I conclude with Labor’s pledge and policy on this matter.  If this Bill were to be carried at its second reading, and go
beyond that stage, members will see that pledge addressed through the amendments that stand in my name on the
Supplementary Notice Paper.  The specific pledges are to try to remove the town sites of Wattleup and Hope Valley
from the effects of the Bill.

Hon J.A. Scott:  If you get into government next time.

Hon J.A. COWDELL:  No, this is the proposal now.  This is not dependent on post-Act; this is post-second reading.  I
will come to post-Act after that.  The legislation needs a significant overhaul, which cannot be achieved through
amendments.  Therefore, it should be defeated at the second reading stage.  If the Bill is not defeated at the second
reading stage, we propose that the Committee of the Whole should consider the exclusion of the town sites, oppose
classification of Hope Valley as a heavy industrial area and insist that the master plan includes a provision for better
planning practice than is contained in the vague wording of that plan as it stands.  Amendments to the compensation
procedures are necessary, as is an opportunity for parliamentary scrutiny of the master plan.  There would thus be a
recourse mechanism and some protections would be provided by Parliament.  That is the situation in which the Labor
Party would attempt to amend the Bill.

It is appropriate to say at this stage that I will attempt to refer this Bill after the second reading - if it is carried at the
second reading.  Such a referral will enhance the chance of some amendments being carried, particularly those relating
to compensation.  I hope those amendments will be enhanced and gain greater support.

Compensation provisions are a complex area in which to propose amendments.  I do not claim that I have the
appropriate amendments for urban lot holders.  Of course, beyond that, the problem of rural landowners is not
addressed.  We may well have a 20-year squeeze in which there may be no market for that land, rising rates because of
the change in land use and closure of roads and other facilities.  There may be an eventual return to the landowners 20
years down the track, but that is not much consolation if they do not have a viable business in the intervening 20 years.

No assurance has been given that cleared land will be the first land developed within this area.  It is anticipated that
landowners will obtain finance and develop the land themselves.  Given the number of vacant premises in Henderson
and other areas, I do not expect speedy development in this area.

The Kwinana area buffer zone group has obtained legal opinions, which indicate the level of concern about aspects of
this legislation that should be brought to the attention of the House.  I will summarise the problems facing these people.
Landowners are, in effect, locked into the redevelopment area by the very limited compensation and/or purchasing
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provisions in the legislation.  In practical terms, it would be a rare occurrence for the implementing agency - I
understand it is LandCorp - to be forced to purchase any resident’s land.  Although a purchase could be triggered by
development refusal, in most instances any such purchase would be at the discretion of the implementing agency.
Purchases by the implementing agency would be made, at best, at market value, which would ignore the substantial
relocation costs of most owners and their families.  Difficulty or uncertainty would be experienced by all landowners
when redeveloping their properties.  It is clear that, under the current framework, such redevelopment would add little
or no value.  Owners would be forced into the invidious position of either not carrying out improvements or
redevelopment or, alternatively, carrying them out knowing full well that they might never be compensated properly for
those improvements.

Current compulsory acquisition-type compensation is payable only when the implementing agency requires land for its
own purposes.  The compensation provisions of the Bill should be expanded to allow for compensation to be payable
when an owner has been injuriously affected by any proposed development.  The type of instances that we have in mind
here is where for instance the Implementing Agency causes roads to be shut or diverted thereby adversely affecting the
commercial rights of businesses within the area, or alternatively, where industrial development occurs (ie: a concrete
batching factory or similar) next door to a residential area and it can be said that an injurious affect has taken place.  In
such circumstances owners must have the right to seek at the very least purchase of their properties but moreover
provision for compensation by way of resumption of their land.  With respect to owners the report states that owners
who remain in the redevelopment area for an extended period should not be disadvantaged by having to pay higher
industrial land rates.  Statutory provisions must be introduced to maintain the existing basis for rating.  In addition,
owners whose land is injuriously affected by developments within the Friars redevelopment area ought to be able to
apply for rate relief pending relocation or sale of their properties.

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I heard the member say there was a legal opinion, but I did not hear it identified.  I apologise
if it was.

Hon J.A. COWDELL:  The legal opinion was from two sources.  I identified it as legal opinion to the Kwinana air
buffer zone steering committee, and it was from a Mr Mony de Kerloy with advice provided by Ian Viner QC.  There
were two sets of advice in this regard, but they raised similar questions in that this legislation appears to contain very
inadequate compensation provisions as to the concerns of the landowners, not only the urban owners, who do not want
to go anyway -

Hon J.A. Scott:  According to Hon Mark Nevill, the views of Ian Viner QC are a pile of nonsense.

Hon J.A. COWDELL:  Of course, people must judge that for themselves, but there are real concerns.  However,
protection is not provided by this piece of legislation - it may be provided by administrative means but it is not provided
here - and considerable doubt must exist, given the tenacity with which the compensation clauses are being fought about
the extended generosity, in an administrative sense, beyond the minimums that are provided for in this Act.

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Did either of the persons offer an alternative basis for a compensation regime?

Hon J.A. COWDELL:  There were proposals.  This takes me back to the point I was making about a committee.  I
commenced by saying that in the normal course of events, if the second reading were passed, I would have moved for
the referral to a committee of that aspect dealing with compensation, on the basis that it would have been entirely
worthwhile for us to have in the local group, their legal advisers and the Government’s statutory corporation advisers.

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  By “us” the member means the Standing Committee on Legislation, of course?

Hon J.A. COWDELL:  Yes.  The Attorney General often refers to the brilliance of the Standing Committee on
Legislation, referring mainly to the period during which he was on the committee.  It has dimmed slightly since, I
believe, despite the fact that one brilliant light, Hon Derrick Tomlinson, has been there from beginning to end -

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  And continues to shine.

Hon J.A. COWDELL:  The alpha and the omega; the sunrise and the sunset - as we near the sunset.

Hon Simon O'Brien:  Why have you not referred it to the Legislation Committee?

Hon J.A. COWDELL:  I believe the delay in bringing the Bill on makes that impractical at this stage.  If we were to
move to refer it to the committee now, it would get to the committee next week.  Parliament is due to finish next week,
so the committee could not possibly do its work and have the Bill back here for consideration by Parliament.

Hon Simon O'Brien:  Is it not the Opposition's position, which Hon John Cowdell has just stated, that it wants to
frustrate the Bill?

Hon J.A. COWDELL:  The Opposition will oppose the Bill.  However, I will not move to refer it to a committee on the
basis that at this stage it would not be realistic to expect the committee to come back with a better compensation
provision.  That is not a possibility any more.  At this stage, given that the Bill has been brought on so late, the House
would view that as a defeat of the Bill, because it would refer it to a committee and it would not come back to this
Parliament.  I do not propose to move that, because the committee no longer has the time to do the work that is
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necessary to contribute to this Bill.  It would be an effective defeat.  We will vote on the Bill, and pass or defeat it.  I
would have referred it to the committee if it could have done something constructive with the compensation clauses.  I
do not believe that is the case now.

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  We have seven days; we could rest on the seventh.

Hon J.A. COWDELL:  If Hon Derrick Tomlinson will vote with me to refer it to the committee, I will revise my
opinion of the opportunities for doing that.

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I bow to your superior judgment.

Hon J.A. COWDELL:  I recognise from discussing this with members of the Chamber that we do not have the numbers
on the floor to carry a referral.  A referral now would be an effective shelving and defeat of the Bill.  People have told
me that we should have a straight vote, and we will pass it or defeat it.  That will achieve the same effect as sending it to
the committee.  If it had been brought on earlier, it would not have had the same effect as sending it to a committee, but
that is probably the case now.

The Opposition will oppose the second reading of this Bill.  If it is carried, I will move amendments to try to fix some
of the inequities in this legislation.  I had hoped there would be an opportunity for committee referral, which would
have improved the quality of amendments, but that is now no longer a possibility.  If this Bill goes through without the
amendments that we deem to be the minimum acceptable, we will go to the people with a pledge that we will honour, if
elected to government; that is, we will not extend heavy industry into Hope Valley or set the same rigid regime as the
Government.  We would look for a master plan that would be nearer a mosaic proposal in terms of a mix of rural living,
conservation and industry.  The Australian Labor Party would not approve a monolith-style master plan.  We would
hope to roll back the coverage of the Hope Valley and Wattleup town sites, although we recognise that the remaining
residents of those two town sites should be consulted on a decent compensation proposal.  If the residents choose to
stay, we would make efforts in that regard; if they choose to go, we would make sure adequate compensation and a
solatium were paid.  We would certainly commit ourselves to more stringent requirements for the Kwinana air buffer
zone.

The ALP therefore opposes this legislation as it is inadequate.  If it passes the second reading, we will try to improve it
by amendment.  If we fail to improve it by amendment, the Australian Labor Party pledges, if it is the Government of
the State next year, that it will try to improve it by including the initiatives I have just indicated.

Hon J.A. Scott:  Is that a core pledge?

Hon J.A. COWDELL:  It is a pledge.  We do not differentiate between core and non-core, as the Prime Minister would.
Mr President, I therefore oppose the second reading of the Bill.

HON DERRICK TOMLINSON (East Metropolitan) [8.31 pm]:  Hon John Cowdell referred to legal opinions by a Mr
Mony de Kerloy and a Mr Viner.  May I request that the opinions be tabled?

The PRESIDENT:  Members, under Standing Order No 48 the document quoted by the member must be identified.  It
was identified and a member is entitled to request it.  Those two documents shall be tabled and returned to the member
in 72 hours.

The documents were tabled.  [See paper No 522.]

HON J.A. SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [8.32 pm]:  I shall start by quoting a speech by a member of the other House,
but not a speech given in the other House.  It reads -

As far back as the 70’s the Liberal govt. earmarked Bunbury as the next area of industrial development
because we knew Kwinana was becoming unacceptable for further heavy industrial development.  We had the
port facilities built and insisted on Worsleys activities being sited there.  So the Liberals began a ‘Better Future
for Kwinana’ some years ago.  Under eight years of Labour we have seen a number of new industries being
developed in Kwinana not the least being the sodium cyanide plant with another one proposed and the LPG
industry?  Next we can talk about the now famous Kwinana petro-chemical plant which the Liberals insisted
should go to the Pilbara.  Even though the Government had made an incredible financial blunder through its
PICL plans we can all breathe a sigh of relief that Kwinana will not suffer the environmental consequences of
such an industry.

Our energy discussion paper Green Paper no 2 states very clearly that we envisage the Pilbara as the site of
WA’s next phase of heavy industry.

So what do the Liberals want for a ‘Better Future for Kwinana’?  There is a time limit to the number of heavy
industries that Kwinana can support.  It is upwind of the Metropolitan area and extreme care must be taken . . . 

Our policy includes -

insistence that existing industries become cleaner, and that stricter environmental standards be enforced
support for the beautification of the coastal strip and here special mention must be made of the Kwinana Town
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Council careful planning of any projects with utmost care and consideration given to any impact a project has
on the environment.  There is room for new industries in Kwinana but they must be cleaner, smarter industries
such as defense related industries.  We want to involve local govt. in local decision making.

It also states -

Kwinanas problems will not be overcome overnight.  I am not an environmental expert who can stand up here
today and say ‘we will do this to fix that problem’.  What I can do is assure you that we know Kwinana is in a
mess.  We know it is imperative that future development be carefully controlled and monitored.  We will let
the experts research the problems and find solutions.  What I can say is that those experts, local governments
and local people will be listened to and not ignored.  We will take seriously any concerns from environmental
groups that live in the area and make it their concern to know exactly what is going on.

To conclude I will say this.  It is all very well for Governments to tell private industries that they must clean up
and to impose strict and sometimes costly environmental controls but government must take note of what it
says.  The Kwinana power station is now burning more coal - and its stocks are out in the open.  Dont you
think it is incumbent upon the government to at least keep those coal stacks under cover?

It continues in much the same vein.  That, of course, was stated by Hon Graham Kierath, the Minister for Planning.  He
seems to have changed his tune in government.  As Hon John Cowdell pointed out, despite the bitter submissions in
response to the proposals put forward in the Fremantle Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy paper - most of
those submissions opposed the particular path that was taken - the Minister for Planning seems to take the most extreme
industrialisation point of view.

What is the driving force for all of this?  The area suffered from land-use conflicts, and it needed some planning
improvements.  However, the resultant Bill that has been introduced is a gross breach of the rights of the citizens living
in that area.  According to one of the documents I have just read, 3 600 people live in the area of that air buffer zone.  It
is one thing to put a road through an area from which 10, 20, 30 or maybe even 50 people will be moved.  However,
when the removal of over 3 000 people from an area is being enforced, that is going too far, and that is not looking after
the interests of the community.

The other claims made by the minister about the extensive consultation that took place are a nonsense.  As I have
already pointed out, we know that not a jot of notice was taken, not only of the communities in that area, but also of the
local governments.  The City of Rockingham has opposed what has been put in place.  Of course, the Cockburn City
Council was removed, very conveniently, at an opportune time.  Cockburn City Council will have the greatest amount
of rateable property taken out of its control.  It was very convenient that the council had been removed at that time.

Another matter is that the grandiose plans of this Government so far have all been gross failures.  It cannot get anyone
to go to Oakajee.  Despite all the incentives it offers, nobody wants to relocate to Oakajee.  What happened with
Jervoise Bay?  I was told by the Attorney General that I was some sort of idiot because I had discussed a paper that
pointed out that that project was not economically viable.

Hon Peter Foss:  Did I call you an idiot over that one?

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Yes.

Hon Peter Foss:  I am sure I did not.

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  The Attorney General said that the researcher was not highly enough qualified, but he did not go so
far as to say where he was wrong, because he could not; he had no idea.

Hon Peter Foss:  When did we talk about Jervoise Bay?

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  A disallowance motion was moved in this place.  The reality is that that researcher was right and the
Attorney General and the Government were wrong.

Hon Norm Kelly:  Did he give you an apology for that?

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  No, he would not give an apology for that.  He is not the sort of person who apologises.

Hon Peter Foss:  Neither are you when you lie about national parks.

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Jim Scott should direct his comments to me.

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  The grandiose plans of this Government all seem to fall on their face.  They are gross exaggerations
of what is needed, and this is no exception.

The Cockburn City Council conducted a study on the land requirements for industry in the Hope Valley-Wattleup area,
the results of which it submitted to the authors of the Fremantle Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy report.
It states -
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Only 54% of the MRS Industrial Zoned land in Cockburn has been developed . . . 

There appears to be a low corelationship between industrial development and local employment.

The land area projections and take-up rates for industrial land in the south-west sector are not substantiated,
and difficult to follow . . . 

Based on historical trends, the population projection contained in the FRIARS for the South-West Corridor are
considered to be optimistic.

The stated need for 1461 of additional General Industrial land is unsubstantiated and considered excessive.

An assessment by Council officers of the General Industrial land needs for the Fremantle Rockingham area for
the next 25 years has shown the following:-

- the gross area of land required is 510 ha.

- allowing for the stated desired 30% vacancy rate, there is some 387 ha of industrial land available
within the City of Cockburn without any rezoning or development at Wattleup or Hope Valley.

What is this huge push for land?  Why is the Government seeking almost 1 500 hectares?  The paper continues -

- the additional 123 ha . . .  of General Industrial land required to meet the projected demand can be
satisfied by partially developing land within the Kwinana Air Quality Buffer area or development of a new
estate in a location such as Oldbury . . . 

Canning Vale primarily draws its workforce from the South-East Corridor.  Accordingly the imminent
completion of Canning Vale has major implications of employment for the South-East Corridor and that urgent
attention needs to be given to identify further suitable sites for industrial development that are well located to
that area.

Government should commission a detailed study to determine the underlying reasons for the high
unemployment in Kwinana/Rockingham and develop a comprehensive strategy, rather than relying on the
provision of a greater area for industrial development, when the area already has the highest amount of vacant
industrial floor space and vacant industrial land of the Metropolitan Area.

This is a total indictment of the whole proposal.  It is saying that there is already a huge amount of unused industrial
land.  Nowhere in the metropolitan area is there more vacant industrial land.  What is the crying need for this land?  The
paper states -

The provision of additional land for heavy industry is not currently warranted or justified and is
environmentally unsustainable.

The economic analysis does not acknowledge the economic importance of existing commercial agricultural
activities in the area, or the local employment that will be displaced by the industrial option promoted in
FRIARS.

The economic analysis in the FRIARS report does not adequately address the concerns of residents about land
and property values nor the method of implementation.

The next document I refer to is the “Towards Optimising Kwinana Report”, which we know was produced some time
before the FRIARS study.  I believe it was the impetus for the FRIARS study.  I will read the foreword of the report.  I
presume the quote is from Noel Ashcroft, because his picture is underneath it and he was then the chairman of the
Kwinana Industries Coordinating Committee.  At one point it reads -

What is needed now is a new era of economic growth - growth that is forceful and at the same time socially
and environmentally sustainable.

The interesting thing about the Towards Optimising Kwinana Interim Report is that it seems to be concerned with
ensuring that the community was taken along with that report, totally unlike the FRIARS study undertaken by Mr
Kierath.  The critical issues in this document are the studies of the land needs for the expansion in Kwinana.  Within the
central industrial area, FRIARS identified 234 hectares of vacant land among the industry in Kwinana.  On top of that
was 29 hectares of industries that were not area-related; they did not need to be there and would be better off
somewhere else.  One of the aspects about this vacant land noted in the report was that there was a large problem with
the Kwinana industrial strip. The silly agreement Acts that had been signed in the past meant that excessive land had
been given to a number of industries, usually on pretty good deals, despite their not all being great contributors to the
local economy.  When this report examined why all this vacant land was tied up with these agreement Acts, all the
companies said they might need this land at some time in the future and that they felt they could expand into those
areas.  When the report examined how many companies had concrete plans to do that, it was found that only three had
plans for expansion.  The industries were holding on to the land in some vague hope that they might use it in the future -
not in every case, but in most cases.  For that reason, people have been thrown out of their homes in Wattleup and Hope
Valley.  A media release issued by the Minister for Planning on 16 August states -



[Wednesday, 15 November 2000] 3093

“People are not being forced to sell.  If they want to stay in the area, then they will be able to do that,” he said.

“However, if they want to sell their homes, then the Government is guaranteeing they will purchase their
properties at a fair and reasonable market price.

This is very kind of Mr Kierath.  He also stated that there was nothing in the Act that compelled people to move.  He
obviously has not read his own Act because specific clauses do exactly that.  I am hoping that he does not want that
compulsion in the Act.  I intend to move some amendments to take away the compulsive force that the minister says he
does not want.  I cannot see any reason that the Government would not agree to that.

The minister had a survey undertaken by The Boshe Group, which came up with some wonderful data to show that
people could not wait to get out of the place.  It found that 11 per cent of the residents surveyed had previously
considered selling their property.  I wonder how many people in this Chamber have considered selling their property.  I
certainly have; I have sold at least one property since I have been a member.  Overall, 74 per cent of respondents would
consider selling over the next 20 years.  That would be the case in any suburb in any part of the city.  The big finding of
the survey was that 65 per cent of the residents were willing to sell now or had already sold to Government.  When a
person is told that it is compulsory that his home be acquired, he has no option but to sell.  In that context, it is nonsense
to put up those stupid statistics and pretend they mean something.

Forty-six per cent of industrial land in the area is unused - the largest percentage in the metropolitan area.  The FRIARS
report - disgracefully - did not consider the social impacts of this plan on the people in the area.  We are told that all
these things will come later.  Social impact studies will be completed when those people are thrown out - when those
complete communities are shifted - and  those communities no longer exist.  That is great organisation by this
Government.  Furthermore, no social impact study will be done of those who remain in the region.  Where are the
studies looking at the need for coastal recreation in the area?  There is nothing - not a word, not a consideration.  Only
one group is being considered - Kwinana Industries Council, which is driving the Government’s planning in this region.

The southern metropolitan coastal waters study identified that there should be no more inputs into Cockburn Sound.
The Department of Environmental Protection, even though it may be a toothless tiger, recognised that the impacts on
Cockburn Sound were already too great.  Those inputs must be drawn back.  However, this Government is not
concerned about that.  All it seems to want to do is to whack more industry on the coastline and raise the number of
licences to dump in Cockburn Sound, as has happened already this year.  After Wesfarmers CSBP Ltd accidentally
dumped arsenic in Cockburn Sound from its not so state-of-the-art plant, the Government gave it a licence to dump
arsenic in Cockburn Sound.  That will solve the problem!  The Government is not concerned about the people or the
environmental impacts.

The minister has oft repeated that there is no intention to compulsorily move people out of the area.  I plan to move an
amendment to help the minister out - to make sure that those people have some certainty.  Sinclair Knight Merz Pty Ltd
did a buffer zone review on that area.  I know that Hon Mark Nevill, who will vote with the Government on this Bill, is
a great friend of industry, particularly the mining industry.  He is concerned about the people in Wattleup and Hope
Valley and believes that they should be moved for their own good - even though they do not agree with him - because
the pollution levels in the area will not be good for them.  The buffer zone review recommended that the buffer zone be
altered to allow a reduction in the southern area of the buffer and to incorporate a separate buffer around the
inappropriately located Cockburn cement facility.  The term "inappropriately located” is mine.  The report indicated that
the townships were not at risk from current or predicted sulfur levels.  The study did not agree with Hon Mark Nevill.  I
think that is interesting, given Hon Mark Nevill’s concerns.  When one looks at his electorate of Kalgoorlie - where
there are some of the world’s worst sulfur levels - it is interesting that he has been remarkably quiet about moving
people from Kalgoorlie-Boulder.  He must think that people there have better lungs than those in Wattleup and Hope
Valley and in the south-west corridor of the metropolitan area.  I do not care if he is not in the Chamber.  I think it is
disgraceful.  This Bill is a disgrace and anybody who has any concerns for people’s rights should think so.  I used to
think that the Liberal Party stood up for individual’s rights.

Hon Ken Travers:  Private property rights!

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Yes - every man’s home is his castle.  They have changed their tune when it comes to helping out
the Kwinana Industries Council.  What about other impacts?  There will be a loss of revenue to the City of Cockburn.
LandCorp will take over a huge area of the rateable land in the City of Cockburn.  We know that LandCorp does not
pay rates.  If it pays any rates, they go into the consolidated fund.  The City of Cockburn will have a rates impost on it.
There will be a heavy social impact on the residents of Hope Valley and Wattleup and on most of Perth.  As Mr Kierath
pointed out in the speech he made prior to coming into government - when he was so concerned about the environment
and social aspects - Kwinana is not located in the right place.  It is in the worst possible place in the metropolitan area
because of prevailing winds.  This has been known for a long time.  Any planning that had any environmental
consideration or social consideration would not put more polluting industry into the south-west corridor.  It is absolute
lunacy.

Nearby suburbs, such as Rockingham to the south, do not get prevailing winds, but they certainly get the noise.  Noise
levels recorded in Rockingham already exceed acceptable levels.  Major efforts have been made to try to reduce the
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noise emitted from some of the industries that are close to Rockingham.  Mr Kierath and the Leader of the House have
combined to establish the motorplex facility in the middle of an industrial area where there is a supposed shortage of
industrial land.  They are so short of industrial land that they placed the huge motorplex complex there!  It will make
more than three times the level of allowable noise; yet it got a tick from the Minister for the Environment.  It will take
up a huge amount of industrial land and be a hazard for anyone who uses the venue.  We know full well that the
individual risk assessments have shown that the risks cannot be managed.  I know that a somewhat dodgy report has
now been signed off.  There was reluctance from the Department of Environmental Protection to sign off the report.  It
commissioned a review by the top people in risk assessment in Australia.

It was carried out by Det Norske Veritas, which said that the individual risk assessment that was given the okay is a pile
of old rubbish.  The criteria used do not comply with any of the Australian Standards, and the report is shonky by any
definition.  The Government is prepared to allow three times the safe noise levels to be experienced in Medina,
Rockingham, Yangebup and Orelia, and I dare say it will penetrate through to Thompsons Lake.  It even goes out to
Garden Island at excessive levels.

This Government is worried about not having enough industrial land, yet it slaps an inappropriate development that
takes up huge amounts of land in the middle of the industrial area.  Is that not good planning?  It is fantastic!  This is a
disgraceful piece of work.  It has no decent planning basis and tramples on the aspirations and rights of people to live
where they want.

The Attorney General claimed in the second reading speech that the proposal includes a positive contribution to
cleaning up Cockburn Sound.  I want him to tell us how that will happen.  I can see no way of it happening.  In fact, the
proposal will definitely have a positive detriment to Cockburn Sound.  How on earth does the Attorney General think he
will achieve that aim with extra shipping movements with loads of live sheep and other items planned for this area to be
shipped out of an enclosed area such as Cockburn Sound?  Material will find its way into the waterways.  The
Government continues to allow increased dumping levels, so how will it lead to a cleaner environment?  The Attorney
General must be kidding, or he is not very truthful.  I believe it is the latter.  No-one believes him.  He says that the
metropolitan area is facing a shortage of industrial land.  However, a document came to me from Professor Phil
Jennings which outlines that there is no justification for the amount of land to be set aside for industrial development.  It
states that recent reports indicate that there is enough allocated industrial land in the metropolitan area for the next 10 or
20 years.  Therefore, the claim by the Government about the need for industrial land is not true.  Even the Cockburn
City Council’s report indicates a huge area of land is untaken in the area now.  In fact, more land of this type is
available in Cockburn than found anywhere else in the metropolitan area.  The Government is not telling the truth; it is
blatantly misleading the House with this statement.  The Attorney General has made this speech, which reads -

. . . the plan provides the context within which ambivalence to further development has been removed and
there is a clear notion of future land use for the area;

What a lot of nonsense!  It has created more uncertainty than that imposed by the establishment of the buffer zone.  We
now have the ability for more areas to be added to this development zone within the focus area.  It could go on ad
nauseam - it certainly does.  The second reading speech continues -

. . . the plan provides for a wide range of planning benefits, including over 12 000 jobs located close to where
people will be living . . . 

Not too many people want to live next door to a giant smokestack area, as the Government proposes.  When the people
to the north east of that area find out just what the Government is creating in this environmental disaster, they will not
be at all happy.  One of the rising concerns in the community is the lack of confidence in government agencies.  So far,
the agencies that are supposed to protect the people of Medina, Yangebup and all the areas surrounding this huge
industrial area are hell-bent on obeying their political masters.  They are prepared to conceal any document from the
community to keep the truth hidden.  That occurred with the motorplex, which has had horrendous effects on the
community.  When the Government set that up, it formed a committee, and members of the Kwinana council who took
part in the committee were told that they had to agree not to reveal anything they heard in the committee.

Hon Ken Travers:  Sounds like the Buckeridge group of companies did the job.

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  No, it just sounds like lack of accountability, and people doing things they know will not be popular.

Hon Ken Travers:  Thuggish behaviour.

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Thuggish behaviour indeed. The motorplex, the Jervoise Bay project, and possibly the James Point
port were not included in the overall planning when the FRIARS study was done.  How can a proper plan be done
without considering those major infrastructure projects in the focus area?  It is slack planning, to say the least.  There is
a perception that the people in the town of Wattleup are pleased for the chance to sell their houses and get out.  Hon
Simon O’Brien will recall attending a meeting at Cockburn town hall when this Bill was first tabled in the lower House
and became a public document.  He was one of a number of people who addressed the meeting, and the gist of what he
was saying was that the people of Cockburn should not be so churlish and be happy to hand their homes over to
industry.
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Hon Simon O’Brien:  I absolutely reject any claim that I used such terms as those, and I will respond when I speak on
the Bill.

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  The way I understood it, Hon Simon O’Brien was questioning the right of people to complain, and
insisting that they should be happy with this deal.  The Government was doing them all a favour.

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I said no such thing, and Hon Jim Scott is misleading the House by saying that.

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  That is the perception.  I cannot remember the member’s precise words.

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Your perception is flawed in this as well as in other things.

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I do know that Hon Simon O’Brien was given a hot reception and that people wanted to discuss the
issue with him.  They stood at the front of the hall, but he slipped out the back door.  He did not come out the front door
while I was there.

Hon Simon O’Brien:  That is absolute rubbish!

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  By which route did the member leave?

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I remained in the hall and spoke to people for a long time.  Do you want the names of the people
to whom I spoke?  I can provide them and those people can verify what I am saying.  You should not suggest I slipped
out the back.

Hon Peter Foss:  He is always inventing.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Derrick Tomlinson):  Order!  If Hon Simon O’Brien wishes to reply, he will have the
opportunity at the appropriate time.  In the meantime, Hon Jim Scott will address the Chair.

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I was told that Hon Simon O’Brien had left by the back door.  We had been waiting at the front of
the hall to speak to him.

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Who told you that?

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  The people to whom I was speaking.

Hon Peter Foss:  They were out the front.

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Some of them said that there was no point waiting for Hon Simon O’Brien because he had slipped
out the back door.

Several members interjected.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  I have just suggested to Hon Jim Scott that he address the Chair.  I also suggest that he
address the issue of the debate.

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Who on earth wants this legislation?  The people who live there do not want it; the councils do not
want it; the planning profession thinks it is a terrible move -

Hon Norm Kelly:  LandCorp wants it.

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  It will certainly make a great deal of money out of it.  Professor Peter Newman of Murdoch
University has published a document entitled “A giant leap into the 60s:  A response to the FRIARS report”.

Hon Ken Travers:  They are moving on from the 1950s.

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  That is correct.  The paper states -

The Kwinana heavy industry strip was a result of 60’s economic planning.  There is a global economic trend to
create wealth and employment in different ways to the approaches that worked in the 60’s.  This can best be
understood by seeing that economic cycles have gone in board patterns based on particular key or generic
technologies.

I cannot think of anyone, apart from Hon Mark Nevill, who agrees with the Government’s approach to this
development.  I am sure that some members of the Kwinana Industry Council agree with it - they would.  Many of them
are sitting on excess land that they are not prepared to hand over to be used effectively.  Of course, they do not mind
being relieved of their responsibility to develop cleaner industries.

I will support the motion for this legislation to be referred to a committee for consideration.  I disagree with Hon John
Cowdell.  This is such an important issue that it will not matter if we return to this place prior to Christmas to deal with
the Bill after community input.  So far the community has had no real input.  Everything put forward has been rejected.
It is vitally important for our democracy that these people have that input and that amendments are made to make this
plan realistic, economically feasible and just.

We have been presented with a shoddy document that is simply aimed at lining the pockets of LandCorp.  It will not
create the certainty that it is supposed to create.  I do not dispute that planning changes need be made in that area - an
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area in which there is a significant argument in relation to land use.  The Government has forgotten the basic principles
of not only planning but also justice, and its inability to consult with people in this day and age is a disgrace.  It is as
though the Government is dealing with the greenfields area in which nobody has ever lived before; it ties in with some
of the road systems that will cause damage because they will service this area.  A lot of people in the metropolitan area
need to understand that this development will affect them, and other people are standing by in the northern suburbs
because they know similar industrial areas will be pushed their way.  People from areas near Bullsbrook are concerned
about what is going on there.

Hon Ken Travers interjected.

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  No, Bullsbrook; inland from there.  The highway will be bent around to the east to service this area.
It is not right on the coast; it is inland from there.

Many road systems are 1960 designs, such as the western suburbs highway, which the department keeps extending to
service this industrial area.  It was interesting to note a report in the Fremantle News on an interview with the designer
of that road, in which he admitted that there was no concern about the environment in those days, and he did not mind
putting roads through urban areas although putting them through the wetlands was better.  He also stated that that road
had originally been planned to go through Sir Charles Court’s house, and Sir Charles Court suddenly did not like the
road and had it diverted to Fremantle instead.  That is how the planning was done in those days; obviously the Court
Government today is no better and is just as politically motivated as to where it puts these dirty industries in relation to
people in the south-west corridor.  This is not doing those people any good, although it is certainly not affecting the
Liberal electorates in the northern suburbs or further east.  That is also a mistake, because they will get a lot of the
pollution from this area.

HON NORM KELLY (East Metropolitan) [9.18 pm]:  It is interesting to note how the Government has pushed this
legislation up the Notice Paper in the past few days.  I received a facsimile from the office of the Leader of the House
last week indicating those Bills that would be progressed this year, and this Bill was not on that list.  One wonders
whether the Government has been able to find an additional vote to progress this legislation past the second reading
stage.  The Australian Democrats will oppose this Bill at the second reading stage.  We will support amendments on the
Supplementary Notice Paper if the Bill passes the second reading stage.  However, we believe that not only is this
flawed legislation, but also it ignores proper planning practices and the genuine concerns of the local communities in
Wattleup and Hope Valley.  If the Government has been able to gain that critical extra vote, it may come from one of
the Independent Labor members in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  If that is the case, I would like the member to tell
me how he justifies his representation of the Mining and Pastoral Region by supporting this legislation.

The indications are that that member believes it is better to have such industrial development in the metropolitan area
and keep his own region free of it.  The Australian Democrats have many concerns with this legislation, one of which is
the role of the ministers involved in it.  There is too great an emphasis on the role of the Minister for Lands over that of
the Minister for Planning, who would normally be the responsible minister.  There is too much emphasis on the role of
LandCorp, as the developer of this land, and its responsibility for planning decisions on this land.  LandCorp is an
experienced developer in this State.  However, it is not an experienced planner.  The Western Australian Planning
Commission is the prime planning body on those matters.  The Democrats believe the Planning Commission should
have the greatest responsibility for the future of this area.

It is interesting that on other occasions development authorities have been established to handle such massive rezoning
and redevelopment of areas.  The most recent of these was the establishment last year of the Midland Redevelopment
Authority, which received unanimous support from members in this House.  Although the authority's membership is
dominated by ministerial appointees, including the chairman who is a former Liberal member of Parliament, at least it
has a degree of community input through two local City of Swan councillors who are members of the authority.  The
Subiaco and East Perth Redevelopment Authorities were established to handle the plethora of issues involved in
redeveloping areas in which significant numbers of people still live  However, on this occasion, the Government has
responded negatively to all the community's concerns, and it is in the process of buying properties even before this
legislation has been passed by Parliament.  By doing so, the Government, by default, is imposing this legislation on the
people of Wattleup and Hope Valley.

The compensation requirements laid out in the Bill are insufficient to allow for the appropriate re-establishment of
residences in reasonably comparable circumstances.  It would be difficult to exactly replicate in another area the size of
people’s blocks, the type and style of homes and the lifestyles they have.  However, the Government could do far better
than it has done so far in this legislation to understand the need for better compensation for those people.  Perhaps
greater consideration should be given to the value of the length of ownership and residency of some of the residents
who will be forced out of their homes and into other areas.  I will in due course refer to the recent survey conducted of
Wattleup residents on that matter.  It is a requirement that owners of land that is compulsorily acquired be compensated
at the rate of the current zoning of that land.  There is no requirement or ability to recompense the current landowners
for the profits to be derived by the rezoning of that land for industrial use at a later date.  It is clear that LandCorp will
make a healthy profit for the State if it is able to buy up urban land with the ability to rezone it and sell it off as
industrial land, although it may take longer than the Government estimates to sell that land.  It is clear that the demand
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for industrial land is not as high as the Government anticipates in its assertion that it requires to excise the land for
industrial use.  Not only does the demand not exist, but also alternative sites could be and should be developed to reduce
the pressure on the Kwinana strip.

In August this year, a survey was conducted of residents of the Wattleup town site.  The Government used that survey,
to which Hon Jim Scott referred earlier, as an indication that people want to get out of those areas.  Given all the signals
that the residents have received from the Government, it is little wonder that many of them are getting out now.  I know
“draconian” is a hackneyed word but it is apt to describe this legislation.  The residents can see in this legislation a lack
of a future for those who want to stay in the area.  In a statement in August 1999, the Attorney General said -

Already Government has purchased 49 homes in the area with a further 231 in private ownership.

Subsequent to that statement, I asked further questions and the answer to my most recent question indicated that the
Government had purchased about 89 homes in the area.  That represents more than a third of the previously privately-
owned residences in the Wattleup town site.

Another point on that issue relates to the way in which the Government is funding this huge purchasing program.  In
other questions I asked in this House, I discovered that the Government is using the metropolitan region improvement
fund to purchase the land for future industrial use.  The MRIF has traditionally been used for acquiring land for public
purposes, such as parks and recreational areas, or for developing existing available land to promote better public use.
However, a significant portion - $10m - of the $30m of funds gained each year by the fund is being channelled into this
industrial development.  This Government is entering into an entrepreneurial industrial development scheme with the
ability to write its own legislation to ensure a profit at a future date.  The Attorney General’s statement continues -

Most significantly it was established that a clear majority of 57 per cent of private homeowners were willing to
sell to Government now.

As I said, it is little wonder that people are willing to sell because they are seeing their community and town die around
them.  It is a case of being concerned that they will be the last to leave.  The Attorney General further says -

As anticipated by the Government, the majority of home owners want to be able to sell their homes for a fair
price and to move from the area.

That is a startling revelation.  It is stating the obvious.  There is nothing of substance in what the Attorney General said
in that statement.

However, if members choose to go through the research that was done by Mark Jessop of the Boshe Group, they will
find something of more interest regarding what the Wattleup community is all about.  The initial part of the survey, in
the project summary, states -

�• It would appear that some 65% of residents were probably willing to sell now, or have already sold to
government.

�• If residents did sell most would move away, with 19% taking up an option to stay and rent.

Basically, it was trying to paint a picture that people were not really concerned about destroying the community and
moving on.  The most compelling piece of information that I found in this survey is on page 6, under a heading “Factors
Influencing Sale Decision”.  In this section it states -

Families with primary school children were more likely not to want to sell.  Clearly the existence of a local
primary school would be a big incentive for some people not to move.  Should this school close it could be
assumed there people would be more likely to move.

Of all people with primary school aged children, some 62% did not see that they would be moving in the next
twenty years.  This compared to only 16% of people across the total sample who had the same view.

That is compelling information.  A healthy majority of people with primary school-aged children did not intend to move
in the next 20 years.  They have established their roots in this community, and they want to continue living there.  They
will be the genesis of the future of the Wattleup community, because they are people with primary school-aged children
who will grow and develop in that area.  However, the Government has said that it does not care about what the local
community thinks; it will destroy the sense of community that exists in Wattleup and move those people anyway.  It has
already bought a number of houses, and it will continue to do so until only a shell of a community is left there.  The
Government does not care about that community.

The Australian Democrats are encouraged by the fact that the Australian Labor Party’s policy is to maintain the
Wattleup town site, as well as the Hope Valley town site, I believe.  However, we are concerned about what will be left
of those town sites in the event that the ALP comes into power in the near future.

We believe that other industrial areas should be pursued as options, rather than placing heavier stresses and strains on
the Kwinana strip.  A submission from the City of Cockburn identifies land to the east of the area that the Bill will
affect, as well as the Oldbury site, which is further east again.  The Oldbury site is centrally located for industrial
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purposes.  For future planning purposes, it appears to be a good area for potential industrial development.  I will enjoy
listening to the Attorney General’s response about why that area has not been further considered as an alternative to the
Government’s proposal, which obviously lacks any real sense of support.  Apart from a number of government
members and a number of people with industrial interests, it seems clear that there is a large amount of opposition to
this proposal proceeding.

Some correspondence which the City of Cockburn sent to me refers to a council meeting on 18 April this year.  As an
aside, it is interesting to note that this process was going through while the City of Cockburn residents did not have a
democratically elected council making decisions for them.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Derrick Tomlinson):  Order!  I am sorry to interrupt Hon Norm Kelly but the level of
conversation around the Chamber is getting above the permissible level.  If members wish to have a conversation, will
they please converse elsewhere?

Hon NORM KELLY:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President. At that meeting of 18 April it was resolved -

the Council's preference for a Development Authority to implement the FRIARS recommendations is subject
to:-

1. Any new industrial zoned land created under FRIARS should remain within the affected local
government districts and not become a separate authority.

2. The local government should retain the ability to levy rates from land within the control of any
Development Authority.

3. The local government should retain the delegated authority to issue planning consents and building
licences within any area controlled by a Development Authority, together with the ability to make
recommendations in relation to scheme amendments, subdivision and to manage health matters.

The meeting made six points.  It also stated -

4. The affected local governments being represented on any Development Authority.

5. The Development Authority being established to be the "project manager" to plan the area, co-
ordinate the provision of infrastructure, amalgamate and subdivide the land, to fund the works,
acquire and sell the land and to promote and market the estate.

6. The Development Authority to be abolished at the conclusion of its role as project manager and the
respective local governments to assume responsibility for the on-going development control and
management of the area under the Councils' Town Planning Schemes.

That may all sound reasonably familiar because it is very similar to what happened when the Government chose to
establish the Midland Redevelopment Authority and the East Perth Redevelopment Authority.  As I said earlier, the
Government has chosen to do away with that proven process of redevelopment, and come up with this autocratic style
of redevelopment on this occasion.

I have found over the past few years that the planning people at the City of Cockburn have had a very good handle on
the proper planning practices which should be employed.  They have provided me with good information showing that
the supposed demand for industrial land in the area does not exist.  The cells that are to be developed into industrial land
do not form a contiguous series of developments, but seem to strategically target the more easily developed land, such
as market garden and horticultural land, which can be more readily converted to industrial land use.  At the same time,
subdivisions are destroying a horticultural industry in this area which is very significant on a state basis.  A public
submission put forward by the council for the agricultural and rural land use planning policy of January 2000, stated -

That the proposed policy SBP No 11 appendix 3 identifies six areas of agricultural priority management areas
in the Perth metropolitan area.  This is based on the State planning strategy published in December 1997.

The submission lists the six sites, including Wanneroo, Swan Valley, Gidgegannup, Pickering Brook, and the final two
of Wattleup-Hope Valley and Baldivis.  The submission goes on to show that, in the combined areas of Cockburn and
Kwinana, the horticultural industry represents 12 per cent of the gross value of production of garden horticulture in the
State; it is a significant and necessary industry.  I will be interested to hear the Attorney General’s response as to which
growth areas for horticultural areas will replace the loss of these profitable lands.

The submission states that it is noteworthy that, although the Swan Valley is only eighth in the top nine horticultural,
viticulture, GVP producers, the Swan Valley has been protected by its own Act.  The Swan Valley is promoted and
preserved for tourism and lifestyle reasons rather than the growth value of its output.  Although I agree that the Swan
Valley should have such protection, it is interesting to see how the different policies of Governments over various times
are reflected in the legislation that comes before Parliament.  One could be cynical and look at the demographics of the
area, and at the types of state lower House seats in the area.  A cynical person would probably say that of course the
Government does not mind having this developed in an industrial area, because it will not lose any seats.  I try not to be
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cynical, but I also question whether the Government would take this same course of action in an area covered by
marginal seats or even coalition-held seats.

The Bill does away with the role of local government in the planning processes.  The Bill will allow LandCorp to make
road closures and the like and to ignore the detailed provisions in the Local Government Act concerning road closures.
The Local Government Act, which was enacted in the mid 1990s, was significantly revised two years ago.  I recall
significant additional provisions to tighten the requirements for local road closures.  It has been suggested, somewhat
cheekily, that the local government authorities involved will still have the power to close roads that enter into the area
that it is proposed will come under the control of LandCorp.  If there is any antagonism between LandCorp and the
local government authorities, extremely bad decisions could result from frustration or vindictiveness.  If this Bill
becomes law, I hope that will not occur.

Hon John Cowdell referred to a couple of legal opinions commenting on the lack of stronger compensation provisions
in the Bill.  I am glad that these legal opinions have been tabled, because they are something that members who have an
interest in this Bill should read and take on board when considering further amendments to the Bill.  I refer firstly to the
legal opinion received from Mony De Kerloy.  I point out that it is important for members to read the full text of his
correspondence.  He states -

. . . the compensation provisions of the Bill do not, in our opinion, address the major impacts this piece of
legislation shall have.

Unfortunately the compensation aspects of the legislation have not been prepared with regard to problems
facing owners or with sufficient care to enable the problems confronting owners to be addressed.

Apart from the references in the final report to the provision of payments for consequential loss and solatium,
(matters which Mr Viner has commented upon), there are also references to the incorporation of statutory
provisions “to maintain the existing basis for rating until such time as land is redeveloped for industrial use.”

I imagine that that is one of the provisions that allows for the compulsory acquisition of that land at current zoning
prices.  Mr De Kerloy goes on to state -

. . . this Bill should be postponed until such time as a parliamentary draftsman can prepare a proper
compensation provision which addresses the full impact of this legislation as well as the type of matters
referred to in the FRIARS final report and give the land owners, through your committee an opportunity to
comment.

That statement refers to the Kwinana Air Buffer Zone Committee.  It is an important point.  The compensation
provisions in this Bill must be improved.  I appreciate that Hon John Cowdell has placed amendments to that effect on
the Notice Paper.  However, considering that the Government is proposing to allow industrial development for the next
20 years, it is proper that further study be done on those provisions, preferably by a committee.  I realise the difficulty
or the impossibility of that occurring prior to the State election.  However, there is nothing to stop a committee self-
initiating an inquiry to provide research into better drafted provisions that take into account the impact such acquisitions
will have on the local community.  We must bear in mind why the Government is choosing to ram this legislation
through this House in the few days before it rises prior to the State election.  It is something that affects many people
and for which the supposed benefit is the industrial development projected over the next 20 years.  I know that the
residents and landowners of the Hope Valley and Wattleup districts want some degree of certainty about their future.  A
delay of a few months only means that uncertainty will continue; however, I believe that the benefits, by way of better
drafting and better provisions for compensation, are a few months well spent.

Some members of this place attended a meeting at the Cockburn Civic Centre in April this year.  It is not a small civic
centre and it was packed with people who wanted to hear from various government and community people about the
future of those communities.  Even if members did not agree with all the opinions, the concern and passion of the
numerous local residents who spoke at that community meeting would have impressed them.  I spoke at that meeting
but, as with a lot of meetings I attend, I believed that the value came from listening to others speak and taking on board
the concerns, views and issues raised on that night.  This legislation shows that the Government has not equally listened
to, and taken into consideration, the views of the local community.  Some of the community groups put together a flyer
for that meeting.  As well as providing good information, it was an indication of the professionalism of the volunteer
groups in that area, who research and do their homework on planning issues.  Unfortunately, this is because they have
confronted a succession of planning issues, with the development of the Kwinana strip, the various harbours, and
development right to the foreshore.  They have become well-organised experts in voicing their concerns and opinions
about government planning decisions.  I applaud those groups and individuals for their continued commitment to
representing the concerns of their communities.

At the meeting in April the flyers that were handed out addressed specific concerns about the Bill.  These included
concerns about clause 7, which relates to the compulsory acquisition of land.  LandCorp can acquire land, compulsorily
if necessary, in order to implement the master plan.  Clause 8 refers to the power of the Governor to direct a transfer to
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the authority; clause 10 refers to the permanent closure of streets.  Clause 13 refers to the proposed master plan, and
subclause (4) reads -

The Commission may -

(a) consent or refuse to consent to the public notification of a proposed master plan . . . 

It is an amazing provision if one accepts the Government's claim that it is involved in genuine community consultation.
I talked before about hackneyed phrases.  “Community consultation" has become a hackneyed phrase.  The Government
is informing communities and holding local forums.  I appreciate that community consultation has improved over recent
years.  However, the Government falls down when it attempts to engage in community negotiation when a community
is vehemently opposed to a proposal and when it is obliged to seek a solution or compromise.  What is happening in
Hope Valley and Wattleup can be seen in its efforts with the Pyrton prison site, the redevelopment of the Scarborough
Senior High School site and other planning battles that are springing up like spot fires around the Perth metropolitan
area.  It is about time that the Government engaged in genuine community negotiation when looking at these issues and
addressing the social implications of these planning decisions.

I want to refer to the second legal opinion.  It was provided by Mr Viner.

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  The Hon R.I. Viner, QC.

Hon NORM KELLY:  Yes.  In the opinion he states -

In contrast to the FRIARS Final Report and its preferred options and recommendations, the Bill:

(a) does not establish a specific Implementing Agency dedicated to the FRIARS region.

That highlights the lack of a specific redevelopment authority to address the issues directly related to the Wattleup-
Hope Valley area.  He continues -

LandCorp is not such a specific Implementing Agency as is recommended in paragraph 6.2.2.

(b) does not set out compensation entitlements within the legislation itself which would necessarily have
been the approach had the preferred option and recommendations been adopted.

The recommendations relate to the development authority, the preferred approach, and the management of social
impacts on community concerns and property-purchase provisions.  If LandCorp is to be in charge of this development,
along with all the other developments with which it is involved, it can be said that it does not have a specific interest or
reason to be involved with the geographical location of Wattleup-Hope Valley.  LandCorp’s interests are manifold.  If it
wanted to develop an industrial area with noxious industries and it had a choice of location, it might be in its interests to
put it in Hope Valley rather than in Bunbury or the like.

We heard Hon Jim Scott refer to Hon Graham Kierath’s vision in 1990 of how the Kwinana strip should be protected
from such impost.  Clearly, he has done a 180-degree turn in the past 10 years.

The final paragraph in R.I. Viner's opinion states -

In summary, after reading the FRIARS final report and comparing it to the Bill, it is my opinion that the Bill
does not satisfy the legitimate interests of the landowners and that the compensation provisions of the Bill
should be withdrawn and completely rewritten to accord with the express recommendations of the Final
Report.

It is good to see such clear legal advice.

Hon Simon O'Brien interjected.

Hon NORM KELLY:  I will be interested to listen to the legal opinions that Hon Simon O'Brien relies upon if he has no
faith or confidence in the legal opinion to which I refer.

Given all the evidence and information, it is clear that a degree of certainty and surety is needed for the future of the
communities of Hope Valley and Wattleup.  We should not unnecessarily delay the decision that needs to be made
about those areas.  However, to rush this Bill through Parliament in the next week or so would be a travesty of justice
for those communities.  It would be far better for all concerned to allow the extra few months’ consideration.  If such
development is to proceed in the area, get those compensation requirements to properly reflect the impact that this
development will have on the communities.  As I said at the beginning of my speech, the residents and landowners will
not share the profit to be gained by purchasing urban land and reselling it as industrial land.  It is important to be
compensated to a greater degree than the Bill allows.

If in the next few days we can make proper changes to the Bill - they would have to be substantial - the Democrats
would entertain supporting its second reading.  However, the Bill currently does not reflect the interests of the
community, and it is better for the Bill to be defeated at this stage.  The Government should genuinely engage the local
community in proper negotiation regarding how legislation can be better formatted, and how the future of these areas
can be better determined.  We should then come back with a coalition Government or a new Government in the new
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year to support a far greater degree of not only certainty for the communities, but also justice and social equity for Hope
Valley and Wattleup residents.  The Democrats will vote against the second reading of the Bill.

HON SIMON O'BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [9.59 pm]:  We are considering the Hope Valley-Wattleup
Redevelopment Bill 2000.  My contribution to this debate will not range over the very many complex issues involved
with this Bill - namely, from where it has come and to where it may go - but I will deal with a number of important
matters.

If ever members wanted  a Bill that challenges a government member as it relates to his region, this is a very good
example.  A daughter of a friend of mine lives in Wattleup.  My friend is a man of quite mature years, and his daughter
is an adult.  She contacted me by email - I had never met her before - and gave me the most heart-rending plea.  She
wanted to know why the Government wanted to do all these shocking things to her place of residence.  She mentioned a
number of things in this email, the sorts of things that cannot easily be answered in a response to an email.  I did give
some response at the time, as I have given to many people who contacted me, and I did have the opportunity to speak to
her in person a bit later on.  That is an example of the real, personal, “in-your-face” problems that characterise this kind
of Bill for a local member.

I wish to structure my remarks around that theme, by way of adding something further to the debate, and I will leave the
minister to respond to other matters.  My colleague Hon Barbara Scott will also make a contribution.  Both of us have
taken a keen interest in this Bill, and have attempted to find solutions to the problems of the various interests involved.
People in this House need to understand that this is a very complex issue, and there is a divergence of views about what
should happen.  It is not simply a dichotomy of views.  There are a large number of varying views, some of them
partially reconcilable, others completely antagonistic.

When I first became a member in May 1997, and shortly after I took my seat in the first session, I was introduced by my
colleague Hon Barbara Scott to some people from one of the townships.  I will not mention names.  We had a meeting
in a room in Parliament House.  They told me about the many problems confronting them, living in one of these town
sites.  They told me about the uncertainty facing them and their neighbours.  They did not know what the future held,
and they were feeling a range of pressures from a variety of sources.  I heard of people who have had “for sale” signs in
front of their houses for years, and have never had a nibble of interest.  There are many examples of people who bought
decent-sized blocks in one or another of the town sites, or in the surrounding semi-rural areas, and then wished to
subdivide those blocks in later years, perhaps to pay for their retirement, or as a gift to a child.  They find that they are
prevented from having those subdivisions due to a variety of planning issues, such as being in the proximity of air
buffer zones.  People build a second house on their semi-rural property for members of the next generation of the family
to live in.  Then, when the time comes for the family, either in whole or in part, to move on, and they want to liquidate
part of those assets, again they cannot subdivide to sell.  They find they have over-capitalised their property by
effectively having two houses on a single residential block.  Nobody wants to buy a block with two houses on it,
especially in an area still to this very day racked by so much planning uncertainty.

The spokesman and coordinator of that group said to me that he knew there was a limit to what I could do about this.
He said they have real problems, and they know there is no solution for many of them.  However, they want some
certainty and they want to know where they stand.  If they must go, they need to know that, but either way they need to
know.  It is an incredible problem.  I admit that I did not have and I do not have the skill or experience to answer those
questions or to deal with those problems.  I am not afraid to say that, because I know that no-one else they have
approached has had the experience or skill to deal with those problems.  That was the impact of my first contact with
the residents of one of the town sites.

As new members of this place do, I contacted the councils in my electorate, including the City of Cockburn and the
Town of Kwinana, and established avenues of communication.  When I was first elected I put in place an arrangement
with the City of Cockburn whereby every couple of months, as a matter of routine, I meet with the chief executive
officer, the mayor - when we have one - the planner and other senior officers to talk about the issues affecting the area.
Much good has come out of those meetings; we have managed to get things done.  I have been able to make
representations on behalf of the city following those meetings, and I have achieved changes for the council and the
people whom the council and I represent.  As every member knows, it is good to be able to do something on behalf of
constituents, particularly if they have tried in the past to achieve something but have failed.

The City of Cockburn and other councils affected by this proposal said at the beginning of this process that they had a
problem with the Fremantle Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy and they spoke about uncertainty.  They
asked me in 1997 to find out when the FRIARS report would be released, so that they could move ahead.  That
reinforced for me the uncertainty in planning in that part of the world.  It was clear that that was a blight on the lives of
many people who had to live there, and on those who had moved there some time ago and now wished to move on but
were finding it difficult to do so.

This is not a black and white issue; it is not a question of one answer being totally right and any other answer being
totally wrong.  It is not correct that if one does not subscribe to a view one is misinformed or deliberately obstructive.
As Hon Norm Kelly indicated, when people hold divergent views, they express them in different ways and in different
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forums.  When people who are affected by a proposal support the Government’s plans, they tend to speak about it to
government members.  When people are opposed to a government proposal, in the first instance they tend to gravitate
towards opposition members.  Different sides line up and different members are subjected to different representations.
As a government member, I have also had representations from people who are strongly opposed to this proposal.  I
started my remarks tonight by referring to my friend’s daughter who approached me.  After a period, when the
opposition to a proposal such as that contained within the FRIARS report becomes a bit more organised, we get a flood
of communications from people saying they oppose this view.  Some might be in the form of photocopied statements to
which a member’s name has simply been added at the top, and they may not even be signed by the author.  Other
submissions come from people who have gone to a lot of trouble to write to me, as did my friend’s daughter, and tell me
about their personal situation, why they are upset and why they want to ask some questions.  I have attempted to
respond to people who have communicated with me in all those cases.  In some instances I had names but no addresses,
but I have tried to respond to people, and once those replies are sent they are in the public domain.

I tell those who have an active interest in this debate that I have always understood that some people in these town sites
and in the area covered by this legislation are stuck between a rock and a hard place.  There are so many shades of grey,
and no one solution fits all.  I have said in my communications with these people, whether face to face or by email, that
I acknowledge and understand their uncertainty about the future and their concern about what someone might have told
them will happen.  A lot of unfortunate remarks have been spread around the community.  I have also sometimes told
people that I wish I had some sort of magic wand to make all of this go away, but I do not.  I do not have the luxury of
being in opposition or being a member of a minor party that will never have the responsibility of forming a government
and dealing with these sorts of issues.  I do not have the luxury of being able to tell people that it is a shocking situation;
I am on their side; there will be an election soon; the local candidate supports them; and we should get rid of this
Government.

Hon Norm Kelly:  I hope the member gets on to the 65 per cent of small children -

Hon SIMON O'BRIEN:  Just hang on!  I receive approaches from people about the sorts of matters Hon Norm Kelly
raises in this interjection.  I am not deaf to these matters.  In so many cases, such as the one to which he alluded by
interjection, one cannot help but feel sympathy for the predicament in which people find themselves.  As I say to people
in correspondence, I really wish I had some way of making all this go away, but I do not; I have to wear it.

I have also received representations which contain unbelievable suggestions.  I do not know how many I have received,
because I receive stacks and stacks of this correspondence, but I most definitely replied to one person who said that
when this Bill is passed birds will fall dead from the sky and people will drop dead in the street.  I do not know where
he got that idea.  I was able to reassure that person that I did not think that would be an outcome, but they are the sort of
scare tactics being employed.

Hon Mark Nevill:  Probably a Democrat voter!

Hon SIMON O'BRIEN:  Possibly.  I indicated that I have no hope of canvassing all the issues that have arisen, so I will
refer to some selected items.  In relation to the remarks made by Hon Jim Scott, I particularly want to say something on
a personal level.  I am glad he has just returned from urgent parliamentary business elsewhere.  Hon Jim Scott fails to
understand, when he talks about the extra industrial land available in Cockburn and other places, that this is not what
this legislation is all about.  The whole Fremantle Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy, and to a large extent
this Bill, is about planning for the future, so that people will have some certainty in the generations ahead.  It is true that
this week industrial land is available elsewhere in areas which are earmarked by the Western Australian Planning
Commission to be rezoned.  In the fullness of time the amount of available industrial land will be exhausted, and more
will be required for our city and infrastructure.  I do not know how many years down the track that will be.  However,
the time to plan for that is now.

As a government member I could really do without this Bill at this time.  However, the Bill is being introduced at this
time because the minister is biting the bullet and making some tough decisions.  These decisions would need to be made
at some time, and they should have been made well before now.  Many of these problems would not have arisen if some
different planning decisions had been made in the past.  That was not the case, and if no action is taken the problems
will get worse.  Hon Jim Scott and I might need to agree to disagree on this, as well as on other items of policy.

I take issue with remarks made by Hon Jim Scott about a public meeting in April in the Cockburn Civic Centre.  He
said that I had called parts of the audience churlish, or words to that effect.  I did no such thing.

Hon J.A. Scott interjected

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The member is changing his tune now.  Hon Jim Scott also claimed that I said people should
consider themselves lucky this was happening.  I do not want to argue about this with the member, but I absolutely
refute that.  That is not the case and, at the very least, all I can say is that Hon Jim Scott has selective hearing.  What
does offend me about what was said about the meeting - I challenge Hon Jim Scott on this - is his suggestion that I was
not prepared to face people and I slipped out the back.  They were the member’s words.  I received very little notice that
the meeting was to be held, and the person who invited me apologised for the lateness of the notice.  The organiser
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invited me to attend this public meeting because people would want to hear what the different representatives had to
say.  I had a previous engagement which prevented me from being there at the start of the meeting.  I rushed down but I
was a few minutes late, so I missed some opening remarks, and that always puts one at a disadvantage.

I asked my colleagues whether they would be attending the meeting.  Hon Barbara Scott was not able to attend because
she had another engagement.  I also asked Mr Kierath, the Minister for Planning, if he or a representative would attend,
and I was told that a delegate could not be organised at such short notice.  They said I should go along if I wanted to,
but I would be given a hiding for nothing, because it would be the sort of meeting at which people would be a bit hot
under the collar.  However, because I am the elected representative of those people, and it is my job, I went to the
meeting.  It was jolly uncomfortable.  There was a large group of people there.  Not many members have to face a
crowd of between 500 and 600 people, as the sole representative of the government side of politics, which is regarded
as the ogre.  It is an uncomfortable situation to be in, but I went to that meeting.  My presence was noted, I was called
up to the microphone and I did address people.  I said that I was not there as a representative of the minister but as a
private member.  I explained who were the members from the upper House, and, from memory, I gave an undertaking
that if they had questions I would get answers to them.  They had some questions displayed on an overhead
transparency and I said that if they had trouble getting answers from the minister I would take away the questions and
get answers to them in due course, which I did.  I did not have an opportunity to say much else, Mr President, but I
absolutely deny -

Hon J.A. Scott interjected.

Hon SIMON O'BRIEN:  Shut up!  I am addressing the Chair.

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Simon O'Brien will come to order.  I have not heard Hon Simon O'Brien use that
unparliamentary language before and I certainly do not want to hear it again.  From time to time interjections are made
and, depending on the tone of the debate, the Chair allows those interjections.  However, members certainly should not
resort to that sort of language.

Hon SIMON O'BRIEN:  Mr President, I did address the crowd and there were sections of the crowd who were
downright hostile.  I could not even start to say anything without one chap or another - there are always a few - who
wanted to shout me down.  I persevered and finished and that was the end of it.  However, a number of people
approached me who said they were in favour of the proposals reflected in this Bill going ahead because they wanted to
be bought out, and I observed that a number of others had the opposite view.  I said that earlier in my remarks, and I
believe every member agreed there is a divergence of views in the community.  How one measures those views depends
on one’s experiences of speaking to people about how they have gone about gathering their information.

However, Mr President, I most certainly did not say anything that could have been construed as saying, “You should be
happy with what you are getting.”  I did not say that.  I said what I have just said I said.  When I was doing that, I
noticed in this large crowd - as one does when one is standing up at a lectern and everyone else is sitting down - a
number of people who were not participating in the rowdiness which sometimes occurs at emotionally-charged public
meetings.  Instead, I could see them sitting there nodding along with me.  These were not people who were proposing a
view against this Bill but, rather, people who were in favour of it.  That reinforced the reports I had been receiving in
conversations with people at the planning office and in correspondence I have received from a variety of sources.

Another assertion made by Hon Jim Scott that I absolutely and totally reject and that makes me angry is that I would not
face people at that meeting.  I have just told the House that I did go along and see people.  It was a little uncomfortable,
but that is the sort of thing one must do.  Life is not a bed of roses.  At the conclusion of the meeting, although I did not
leave in a hurry, I did not slip out anywhere and I did not refuse to see anybody.  I remained in the main body of the
hall.  Chairs were rapidly being put away around us so that there was a big expanse of floor.  I stayed there in the
middle of that floor where I was approached by a number of people.  Some were angry with me and some wanted to
give me cards because they wanted further contact.  An associate professor of something who had been at the top table
gave me a list of 17 questions and said, “There you are; get Kierath to answer that.”  Other people said, “Can you help
us with this?” or, “Good on you”, and a bloke I just happened to know came up to me and said, “How are you going?”

I had a number of conversations.  At one stage people were queuing to talk to me, and I stayed there until that queue
had gone.  As a courtesy, I said goodbye to chairman of commissioners Donaldson, who chaired the meeting.  I also
said goodbye to Allen Blood, the senior officer who was present.  I said hello to, and had brief conversations with, a
number of people.  Believe me, by that stage the hall was empty and people had gone to their homes.  Therefore, I reject
absolutely the accusation of cowardice hurled at me, by implication or explicitly, by Hon Jim Scott during his remarks.
I am interested to know whether he would repeat those allegations outside the Chamber.

I turn to Hon John Cowdell’s remarks.  As usual, he put forward his contribution in a well-constructed way.  I enjoy
listening to the way he develops an argument.

Hon N.F. Moore:  Even if he comes to the wrong conclusion.

Hon SIMON O'BRIEN:  Precisely.  It is the paradox at the end for which one always waits.  It must have been an
interesting debate in the Labor caucus when it considered this Bill.  I believe that the Labor Party split on this matter in
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its caucus room, to the extent that the decision almost went the other way.  A number of Labor people have been
conspicuous by their low profile, or lack of profile, in parts of this debate.  It is interesting that the likes of Dr Carmen
Lawrence and a Labor candidate from that area have been largely involved in the carriage of this matter.

Hon Mark Nevill:  Do you mean that proponent of Jervoise Bay a few years ago?

Hon SIMON O'BRIEN:  I would like to hear more about that on another occasion.  However, at present I have limited
time and members want me to conclude.

I indicated earlier, and I say again to Hon John Cowdell, that the argument that there is not an immediate need for this
land is not what has been suggested by the proponents of the Bill.  There is an immediate need to plan for future land
use.  There is a distinction.  It is not that large parts of this earmarked industrial land will be taken up tomorrow or next
week.  I make that distinction and move on from there.

Another matter is that the town sites of Wattleup and Hope Valley are not needed for industrial land.  I point that out for
the benefit of Hon John Cowdell.  Members can quote me on that anywhere they like.  It is my assessment that those
town sites are not needed for industrial land - not now and not in 30 years.  They are not needed.  The debate will be
interesting when we deal with Hon John Cowdell’s amendment about excising the town sites of Wattleup and Hope
Valley.  That would cut them off from every aspect of this redevelopment and would mean that $50m, or whatever is
the ultimate figure, will not be available to enable people wishing to leave those town sites to do so.  How the heck that
improves the lot of the residents of Wattleup or Hope Valley, I do not know.  I am sure that will be explained during the
committee stage.  However, that is the short answer.

Hon J.A. Scott:  Don’t you believe in choice?

Hon SIMON O'BRIEN:  Yes, I do.  People can choose to stay.  The fact of the matter is that they have a situation which
has grown up around them and which must be dealt with.  As I have said twice before in this speech, I wish I had a
magic wand.  Someone, who sounded like a young person, asked me whether I could make all this nightmare go away.
I said that I wished I had a way to make it go away, but I did not, and we must work through it as best we can.

If this Bill is defeated or gutted by the amendments of the Labor Party, the losers will be the residents, not of the whole
area, but of the town sites.  People with “for sale” signs outside their houses have not had a nibble in years.  The
Government is proposing to buy certain properties.  It has bought a huge amount, and the number is obviously
increasing.  I understand that it has bought 46 per cent of the houses at Wattleup so far.  I am advised that the median
price of houses in Wattleup at June last year was $86 000.  In June this year, the median price was $103 500, which
represents a 22 per cent increase.  On top of that, we must consider that a direct sale saves the vendors the normal costs
of real estate agents.  In the range of house prices in Wattleup, it would mean a saving between $5 000 and $15 000.
Assuming it is $5 000, that amount applied to the median house price I mentioned would mean a 29 per cent increase in
the price people receive for their houses in Wattleup.  That area has been a static market for donkeys years, when people
could not sell their properties anyway.

With the purpose in mind of securing guaranteed prices, I approached the office of the Minister for Planning.  I had
regard to the sort of compensation proposals which are loosely contained in the Supplementary Notice Paper.  When we
debate that, I shall have a fair bit to say about compensation.  I have not met anybody in this exercise who has suggested
that the residents of Wattleup and Hope Valley who, by circumstances if not desire, feel compelled to move, should not
get as much compensation as they possibly can.  I want that to be guaranteed.  I want to make sure that the
compensation is not capped at a lousy 10 per cent - the crumb that the Australian Labor Party seems to want to offer to
its so-called natural constituency.

I have indicated a number of different issues in my approach to this debate, and I wanted to place a few matters on
record.  I say to those people who, through Hansard, discover the contents of everyone's remarks in this place, that if
they want to speak to me at any time they should please get in touch, and they may do so.  If they simply want to give
me a blast, they may do that as well although it is not very constructive.  I do not slip out of back doors; I do at least
face difficult situations.  Even though it might make me unpopular in some quarters, some things one must do.  I will
not be accused of cowardice by the likes of Hon Jim Scott, who has given us a pack of fictional stories.  If he is
prepared to say that about me to this Parliament, some people in his electorate might like to consider what they are
being told by the Greens (WA) with their economical use of the truth.

HON MARK NEVILL (Mining and Pastoral) [10.34 pm]:  I will support the Hope Valley-Wattleup Redevelopment
Bill at its second reading.  I am supporting the FRIARS concept because it will meet the increasing shortfall in the
availability of general industrial land in the metropolitan area.

I do not accept the arguments put by the Australian Democrats and Greens (WA) that the supply of industrial land is
adequate.  That may be the case for the next few years, but there certainly will be a shortage over the next 30 years.
Whether debating this or any other Bill, Hon Jim Scott is always consistent:  He opposes any Bill in this House that
involves jobs - it does not matter where it is.  He expressed that view when he was opposed to Jervoise Bay and the
Oakajee site.  Oakajee has operated for about 15 months and because it is not full of factories he says it is a failure.
Members must look ahead 30 years when considering industrial sites.  When Julian Grill was the Minister for Economic
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Development he set aside places like Mungari near Kalgoorlie, a site near Cape Lambert and the Oakajee industrial
estate and others so that we would not have constant wars with people like Hon Jim Scott who is opposed to any
economic development when somebody wants to set aside land for industrial use.  We can all lament the lack of
planning.  There is no plan to have an underground rail system in Perth.  In recent months we have been planning the
southern rail corridor.  Hon Jim Scott is advocating the coastal route from Fremantle which has a catchment of about
50 000 people.

Hon Jim Scott interjected.

Hon MARK NEVILL:  Yes, the member was; he should not backtrack.  There is another proposal from Fremantle
across to the freeway which would achieve a catchment of about 120 000 people.  If it went down from Cannington, it
would have a catchment of about 175 000 people, and would be a shorter, quicker route.  Hon Jim Scott sings the
praises of the Cockburn Shire Council, but it does not support the member on that proposal.  The member is not always
right; nor am I.  One thing about which the member is consistent is that he opposes anything to do with jobs, whether it
is this Bill or any other.  I cannot differentiate between the Greens (WA) or the Australian Democrats on the issue of
jobs, which is the best form of welfare for anyone in our community.

This Bill will establish a major general industrial zone in the area.  There will be strong demand for that land.  If it is not
all used and the take-up is nowhere near as rapid as people expect, perhaps some of the areas that are zoned rural could
then be changed to residential.  It is important to at least plan ahead.  The area is very attractive as an industrial estate.
It is close to infrastructure, rail, good road routes, the port, light industrial facilities that can support that area and also a
skilled work force.  The people who will unfortunately be displaced from this area, presumably, will live in surrounding
areas. Their property values will appreciate more than other areas, but that is gazing into a crystal ball, and we cannot
do that.

Hon J.A. Scott:  What about the air pollution?

Hon MARK NEVILL:  If the member wants to talk about the air pollution, there is a need to consolidate the buffer zone
in that area. There is no doubt that industry has improved over the past 20 years.  The community expectation, which
increases every year, must be dealt with; I have seen that happen in Kalgoorlie.  I do not see anything wrong with that.
Increased community expectations in air quality means that consolidating these buffer areas is even more important.
The area must be consolidated to get away from the problems of conflicting land use.

Hon Jim Scott interjected.

The PRESIDENT:  Order!

Hon MARK NEVILL:  I will respond to Hon Jim Scott’s questions.  If the national environmental protection measures
for air quality are incorporated under the environmental protection policy regime that currently exists, it will make it
more difficult for industry should residents be allowed to live within that buffer zone.

The Australian Labor Party has spoken about a mosaic development.  I do not think that would work.  There are always
running conflicts with those sorts of issues.  The value of rural land will stagnate, whereas those who fortuitously have
their land rezoned to industrial use will benefit from increasing values.  There will be all of those sorts of tensions.  I do
not support maintaining the Hope Valley or Wattleup town sites for those reasons.  This situation needs to be finalised.
The problem with politics these days is that politicians do not like to examine the facts, reach their own conclusions,
and make a decision.  Governments leave people in limbo for 10 or 20 years, which does more damage to people’s
health than anything else.  One of the important things that this House must do is make decisions on the best
information available and to the best of its ability.  It must then take the action rather than hang around listening to Hon
Jim Scott’s continual complaints that there is not enough consultation.

Hon Jim Scott interjected.

Hon MARK NEVILL:  It does not matter how much consultation there is, Hon Jim Scott will always include a set part
in his speech about the lack of consultation.  It is irrelevant.

Hon J.A. Scott:  It is not irrelevant; it is important.

Hon MARK NEVILL:  The people who continue to live in that area will be subject to increasing noise, odour and
traffic because of that industrial area.

Hon J.A. Scott:  They are nowhere near the -

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Jim Scott, Hon Mark Nevill does not appear to be picking up the interjections.  Let us
hear from Hon Mark Nevill.

Hon MARK NEVILL:  I thought I responded at great length to Hon Jim Scott’s interjection about air quality.  The
member was not happy to hear that answer and interjected another half dozen times.  Mr President, if you want to throw
Hon Jim Scott out, I am happy to give you all the support I can muster!

I have had many calls on this issue.  I have the biggest electorate in the State, and an onerous travel schedule to get
through.  Last week, I drove 2 400 kilometres through the Murchison, and visited the Gascoyne for three days and the
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Kimberley for two days.  As such, I do not get a lot of time to devote to legislation; yet I must, in order to serve my
electorate and because of the election campaign.  This issue has generated an immense amount of work for me.  I tried
to return most of the telephone calls, but I regret that I have not been able to return all of them.  I have spoken to some
people at great length.  Interestingly enough, I have had more calls opposing the project than supporting it.  However, I
have also had many calls and letters from people living in the area who have asked me to support it.  I hear mixed views
on this issue.  I do not suggest that the people supporting this proposal are in the majority.  It is one of those unfortunate
things that happen from time to time, in which people are forced to do things that they do not want to do, ostensibly for
the greater public good.  Others may see it differently.

A couple of members have mentioned the poll that was taken.  I do not see any point in labouring that matter.  The
Government already owns a number of properties in Wattleup and Hope Valley.  The area has been depressed for years.
As the last speaker said, there has been a rather sharp increase in values in the past 18 months.  That is only because the
Government is in the market.  From what I can garner, the surveys suggest that more than half of the remaining
residents would be happy to move out of the area.  The survey was conducted only in Wattleup.

Before I became sidetracked I was talking about planning for the future.  I mentioned the southern rail line.  One of the
problems of politics is the very short time lines.  Most members think only to the next election, and what can be done in
the short term to overcome a problem.  They are not prepared to put their head on the block in order to plan for 30 years
hence.  That is what we are doing here.  An industrial area should be set aside west of Mundijong; on the western side
of the South West Highway.  The area could service the population in the corridor that runs along the foothills.  It has
access to gas, rail and road.  That is the sort of thing that we should be doing now - not when the place is half-
developed, with depressed property values, and the amenity of the area has deteriorated while politicians cannot make
decisions.

Hon J.A. Scott:  I do not want to see people moved for the sake of industry.

Hon MARK NEVILL:  I do not think it makes any difference.  People’s houses are demolished to make way for roads
and railways.  Would the member demolish houses to make way for a railway system in the metropolitan area?

Hon J.A. Scott:  I would opt for an underground system.

Hon MARK NEVILL:  Yes; at about 10 times the cost.

Hon J.A. Scott:  And 10 times the passengers.

Hon MARK NEVILL:  The member is a dreamer.  The number of passengers depends on the catchment.  The member
was bleating about the Northbridge tunnel and what would happen if a truck caught fire or a car crashed, yet it is quite
okay to have underground rail systems and things like that.  The member’s arguments are always very convenient.  An
underground rail system running along the coast would cost about $1b for 20 kilometres.  How would the member pay
for that - out of an eco-tax?  The member is opposed to the mining industry and everything that creates jobs and wealth
in this State, yet he wants an underground rail system, and not even a surface one!

Hon J.A. Scott:  Only where there are lots of houses.

Hon MARK NEVILL:  The housing density in Perth is not all that great.  It is inevitable that Perth will have only  a
surface railway.  This is all just a semantic argument, so that the member can avoid answering the question about the
need to demolish houses for the public good.  The member never accepts those situations.  Someone might get a job out
of it - how terrible!

I do not support the comments of Hon John Cowdell about keeping the Wattleup and Hope Valley town sites.  It will
only continue the trauma for the residents in those areas.  We should make it clear once and for all to those people that
we will do it now.  We should not say, “No; we will do it in four or five years’ time because an election is coming up.
We will give someone else the problem.”  The honourable thing is to state what we will do in the long term and let
those people know where they stand.

I do not support the proposition floated in a previous amendment and discussed tonight by Hon Norm Kelly about a
redevelopment authority.  He talked about the benefit of those redevelopment authorities.  Good argument can probably
be made for redevelopment authorities applied to run-down old industrial land, such as that in Subiaco and East Perth.
A redevelopment authority would not add much to the Fremantle Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy area.
Before a door is opened, redevelopment authorities, such as Subiaco and East Perth, cost about $1m a year.  I would
prefer that people in the town sites receive the benefit of that money rather than have 10 people driving around in cars
generally annoying people and not adding much value to the process.

Hon J.A. Cowdell:  One cannot move amendments along those lines as they would require an appropriation.

Hon MARK NEVILL:  Yes.  I saw an amendment in the other place in that regard, and Hon Norm Kelly mentioned the
benefits of redevelopment authorities in such situations.  I would rather see the people receive that money.

I will not support the ALP amendment to disallow the master plan.  I also do not support the amendment on the
Supplementary Notice Paper relating to compensation.  People in Hope Valley, as a result of the higher values, will be
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able to secure a reasonably good property in the area if they are bought out.  The main people to suffer will be those in
Wattleup because of the lower property values.  They will need to take out a mortgage to move into another area.  How
would we justify an amendment by which people would get a place in Spearwood similar to the one they leave?  On my
understanding of median values, that would represent $35 000 over the market value in Wattleup, plus another 10 per
cent.  It would hardly be fair to people who sold out in recent times to apply that compensation to other people.  Perhaps
more assistance is needed for people in the township of Wattleup.  Those who own rural land in the area will do well
out of this rezoning.  The most vulnerable people are those in the Wattleup town site.  They are my major concern.

Hon J.A. Scott:  Are you aware that the values have been largely depressed because the buffer zone has extended
around the town?

Hon MARK NEVILL:  All sorts of reasons can be found for values being depressed.  In fact, they have been depressed
for 15 or 20 years, and they have increased 22 per cent in the past 18 months because the Government is standing in the
market as a buyer.  Ultimately, it is a question of how much compensation these people can receive.  I am not interested
in the bells, whistles and frills.

Hon J.A. Scott:  What if the industry buffer zone pulls down the value of the houses?

Hon MARK NEVILL:  That is an assumption.

Hon J.A. Scott:  It’s a pretty good one.

Hon MARK NEVILL:  Is the member suggesting that the current industry buffer zone should be removed?

Hon J.A. Scott:  I am not.

Hon MARK NEVILL:  It is in there.  It is a nonsense proposition!

Hon J.A. Scott:  It is not entirely nonsense.  The buffer zone study said it should be reduced.

Hon MARK NEVILL:  If it were reduced, the first person to say it should be extended would be Hon Jim Scott.

Hon J.A. Scott:  No, I would not.

Hon MARK NEVILL:  Hon Jim Scott would  say that it is a threat to people’s health, and that the cats were not eating
their tucker the way they used to when the zone was further out.  That is his modus operandi.  Hon Jim Scott and I have
contributed enough in the course of my speech and I will leave any further comments to the committee stage.  I could
touch on many issues, but they are not central to this Bill and they can be discussed in committee.  I will reiterate my
stance, that I am supporting this Bill.  I am not enamoured by any of the amendments on the Supplementary Notice
Paper, and I cannot see myself supporting any of those in their present form.  The people I am most concerned about in
terms of compensation are those in the Wattleup township.  I would like to see a situation in which the Government
makes an offer to all the people in the township, up front and within a certain period, so those people at least have a
chance to move out and get into another area.  They will find that the property values in other areas will certainly
appreciate more than they will in the Wattleup and Hope Valley town sites, particularly if the Government moves out of
the market for any period.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon B.M. Scott.

ANIMAL WELFARE BILL 1999

Receipt and First Reading

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on motion by Hon M.J. Criddle (Minister for Transport), read a first time.

Second Reading

HON M.J. CRIDDLE (Agricultural - Minister for Transport) [10.57 pm]:  I move -

That the Bill be now read a second time.

It gives me great pleasure to introduce the Animal Welfare Bill 1999.  The intent of the Bill is to provide for the
protection of animals by regulating the use of animals for scientific purposes; and prohibiting cruel, inhumane or
improper treatment of animals.

The Bill intends to accomplish this by promoting and protecting the welfare, safety and health of animals; ensuring the
proper and humane care and management of animals in accordance with generally accepted standards; and reflecting
the community's expectation that people who are in charge of animals will ensure that they are properly treated and
cared for.

Members would be aware that a draft Animal Welfare Bill was tabled in the Parliament in October 1998 and members
of the public and organisations were given six months to comment on it.  Over 200 submissions were received, the
majority of which were from the public.  The Bill was revised following this consultation period and various
improvements made.  Many of the changes are minor technical improvements in response to public submissions while
other alterations have been included by the drafters to improve the enforcement and other detailed requirements of the
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Opposition have made many comments in broad terms supporting the concerns that were expressed in the petition.  It is
a short report which I recommend to members.

Question put and passed.

HOPE VALLEY-WATTLEUP REDEVELOPMENT BILL 2000

Second Reading

Resumed from 15 November.

HON B.M. SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [11.32 am]:  I support the second reading of this Bill.  The Fremantle
Rockingham Industrial Area Regional Strategy report has become known by its acronym, FRIARS, and I will refer to it
as the FRIARS report.  Other speakers in this debate have echoed the sentiments I will express today.  They were
expressed in a planning document by Paul Frewer, a senior planner in this State.  He stated -

FRIARS has been a difficult project, but ultimately will produce benefits with a cleaner Cockburn Sound and
thousands of jobs in an area of high unemployment.

When I was first elected to represent the South Metropolitan Region, some 35 per cent of people in that area aged
between 18 and 25 years were unemployed.  Not much has changed since then, but there has been some improvement.
The unemployment factor has always been of concern to me.

Other members have outlined what will happen under this Bill and I will recap those points for the record.  The
Government has introduced this Bill to allow enough industrial land to last more than 20 years and jobs to be provided
for 10 000 people.  It is a big challenge for the local member to have to consider what is in the best interests of all his
constituents.  In retrospect it may be said that Kwinana ought not to have been settled as an industrial zone.  When
planning, it is important that populations have industrial areas in which jobs can be provided to ensure security and
reasonable lifestyles.  The area of land members have been talking about is 800 hectares of industrial land.  The people
in that area have lived under a cloud for a number of years and many of them have been insecure about their futures.
This Bill is deemed to bring them some security.  In the planning document I referred to earlier, Paul Frewer stated -

Ironically, developing industry in the area will help clean up the waters of Cockburn Sound.

There is a strong emphasis on the environment in Western Australia.  As the local member, I am committed to the
future cleanliness of Cockburn Sound for recreation and other pursuits.  The future of Cockburn Sound is important to
me.  I have been disappointed at the detrimental effect that industry and some nutrients have had on the sound.  Only by
making sure that industry complies with certain regimes placed upon it will industry ensure that it does not further
pollute the areas we live in, particularly this area that is so close to the major population centre of Western Australia.
The Environmental Protection Authority has confirmed that well-planned and managed development will reduce the
nutrients finding their way into Cockburn Sound.  Much of this land is being used for vegetable gardens; therefore, the
nutrients leaking into Cockburn Sound have caused a problem.

To say that this issue has been difficult would be an understatement.  I will put on the record some of my involvement
as the local member and acknowledge the many community members who have sincerely and diligently worked
towards getting the best deal for the community in which they live.  For many of these people it has been a huge
financial and emotional cost.  It has not been easy for them.  It is a difficult decision for a member of Parliament to
balance the desires of the people who want some security of tenure for their futures and of those who do not want to
give up the pleasant life in a rural area that is close to the beach, Fremantle and Rockingham, as my colleague Hon
Simon O’Brien said last night.  I have boxes full of letters from people whom I have endeavoured to assist.  I have set
up meetings with the Minister for Planning.  I have sat in people’s kitchens and had coffee with them and gone through
with them the anguish they have felt.  However, I assure my colleagues that, from the beginning, I made my views on
this matter clear.  The hard decisions that the Government must make to ensure prosperity and jobs in the future
impinge upon the lifestyles of many people.  I attended public rallies and meetings on this issue.  Hon Simon O’Brien
referred to one meeting that I could not attend.  However, I was deeply surprised that Labor Party members who
represent that region, who supposedly oppose this Bill and this development, were not at the public rally, did not seem
sympathetic to the people and did not take the matter further.  That has entrenched my belief that there is often a lot of
cynicism about politics.  The electorate will be the ultimate judge.  However, I feel it is cynical to do one thing and say
another.

I made my views on this matter clear in letters, in meetings with the minister, through media releases, at public
meetings, at discussions in my own party and in lay party meetings.  I said that I would not oppose the Bill, but that I
would work towards fair and equitable compensation and land prices for the people who must move.  In the letter I
wrote to the Minister for Planning in April this year, I formally raised the issue of adequate compensation.  This was
some months after the minister had indicated that his preferred option was option 4, presented in the FRIARS report.  A
large number of people had already made a decision to move.  In a letter dated 18 April to the Minister for Planning, I
said -
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It is rare in this State’s history that a whole community has been resumed.  It is therefore vital that adequate
compensation be paid by the Government to assist people to relocate to a similar style/size home in a
comparable district.

I would suggest the following as a minimum standard:

i) fair compensation for land and business, including goodwill

ii) replacement home of similar style and size in a comparable district, affording them a continuity of
lifestyle

iii) relocation expenses.

It is perhaps difficult to achieve continuity of lifestyle for these people because many of them built their homes in
Wattleup and Hope Valley, raised families there and have lived there for up to 27 years.  It is difficult to put forward a
figure for compensation when a whole village must move.  In my meetings with the minister, his response has been that
the Government is not formally resuming the land.  As I mentioned earlier, Western Australia as a whole will gain
immensely from this project.  Therefore, it is only reasonable that some of that prosperity be shared with the
communities of Wattleup and Hope Valley.  I would like members in this Chamber to put themselves in a situation in
which their village, suburb and the house they have looked after is to be resumed.  How would members react if the
State Government said it needed their land for industry, but they would get not only a fair and reasonable sale price for
their home, but also a solatium?  I have lobbied the minister on that issue and have continuously given that message to
my constituents.

Hon J.A. Cowdell:  But without success.

Hon B.M. SCOTT:  On June 19 the minister wrote in response to my letter -

As I have stated . . .  homes are being purchased in the town sites on a voluntary basis and no homes are being
‘resumed’ or taken from residents in these areas.  This being the case, I have no authority to intervene the basis
of these acquisitions nor am I prepared to set a precedent by extending statutory compensation provisions for
Wattleup and Hope Valley which would inevitably flow to all other Government purchases of land.

This is the statement by which the Western Australian Planning Commission stands condemned.  As a public agency, it
has operated under legislation that prevents a fair and just outcome.  Far from seeking reform of that legislation, the
Planning Commission continues to defend it, even in this case, in which the picture is black and white.  I question the
justice that this Parliament supports.  It is against this background that the following statement by the minister must be
viewed.

. . . nor am I prepared to set a precedent by extending statutory compensation provisions for Wattleup and
Hope Valley which would inevitably flow to all other Government purchases of land.

It is time that a precedent is set.  The provisions set out in my letter of 18 April cannot be considered excessive.  They
are the basic minimum that I would expect if the State Government were to inform me that the East Fremantle area
where I live would be deemed industrial land, and would be resumed not overnight but as much as 20 years later.

There is one important addition to my provisions - timing.  The victim - and I choose that word carefully - must choose
when to leave.  This Government is taking people’s homes from them - their memories, friends and neighbours.  It is
taking away their community and disrupting their children’s education.  How can we compensate for the disappearance
of a whole village?

The story does not end at Wattleup and Hope Valley.  All over this State, property rights are being denied.  In Munster,
which is close to Wattleup, there is some beautiful land that adjoins Lake Coogee.  The owners used this land for
horticulture for most of their working lives and would like to subdivide the property so that they can retire with dignity.
However, there is a problem - the Water Corporation’s Woodman Point sewage treatment plant.  When it was built in
approximately 1960, landowners were promised that it would not affect them.  However, the corporation then asked the
Planning Commission to declare a buffer zone, and there is no compensation for the people affected by that.  The
sewage treatment plant services more than a quarter of a million people.  It would require less than one dollar a year on
the sewerage rates of those people, over the life of the plant, to compensate the landowners for this loss.  The sad sequel
to that story is that much of the land can no longer be used for horticulture because of Water Corporation restrictions.
That brings me to the crux of this issue, which is the infringement on property rights in rural areas.

I hope some of my rural colleagues in the Chamber may take the opportunity in this debate to talk about some of the
issues facing rural property owners.  Some of the issues include bans on clearing, and the requirement to fence off
scrubland if a rare plant or animal is found or face significant fines.  Parliament needs to look at breaking the precedent
and setting rules for compensation.  I hope that the recent agreement between the Premier and the Prime Minister on
salinity will result in a just decision for landowners who do not have the right to farm or use their property.

A common and basic principle is emerging.  It is a view that I have taken all along and from which I do not vary.  If a
community needs a resource, the community ought to pay for the resource.  It is not what is happening at the moment,
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and a substantial group of people feel dispossessed and aggrieved that they are not getting fair prices for their land and
are not getting compensation.  With respect to Hope Valley-Wattleup, it is clearly difficult to support a Bill that does
not have provisions for compensation.  It is often difficult for a member of Parliament to balance the common good
with consolation for individuals who have been placed in a very difficult situation.  As I said at the outset, a number of
people feel they have lived in a blighted area with insecurity hanging over their heads for a long time.  From that
perspective, they welcome the Bill.  Creating jobs for people in the area is absolutely critical.  I agree with Hon Mark
Nevill’s comment last night that the best thing a Government can do is to ensure that the work force has jobs.  This is
the point at which it becomes difficult to balance the issues in this debate.  I feel that the Labor Party has sold out the
people of Cockburn over this issue.

Hon J.A. Cowdell:  We are not voting for this Bill, you are!

Hon B.M. SCOTT:  It has been made very clear through Hon John Cowdell’s cynicism last night that no consideration
will be given to a compensation clause or to referring the Bill to the Standing Committee on Legislation.  In his snide
way, Hon John Cowdell made a remark to the effect that there was not enough time.  The Legislation Committee has
completed its work for the year and there is no reason it could not consider a compensation package.  I do not believe
that the Labor Party is telling the truth to the electorate of Cockburn.  It agrees with the Bill but it knows that Hon Mark
Nevill is prepared to vote with the Government.  It is conning the constituents of Cockburn - people for whom it
pretends to care - in Parliament today to try and make them believe that the Labor Party supports them.  The
constituents have been through a lot of stress, anger and worry and have been under a blanket of insecurity for a number
of years.  The Labor Party has no intention of working through a compassionate compensation package.  It has no will
to do it.  It does not know what it would do if it were to become the Government; it has not been made clear.  As a local
member of Parliament, I have become very involved in this issue and I am very concerned about the people who live in
Hope Valley-Wattleup.  I do not believe that the Labor Party is concerned.  The Labor Party has treated this issue with
cynicism.  I have dealt with hundreds of people who have come to me as they know I will listen to them.  I have
defended their position and presented their case to the minister.  I approached the minister with a proposal from Hon
Derrick Tomlinson.  He suggested that, as the Hope Valley-Wattleup residents were being requested to move because
their land was to be used as an industrial area, they could be relocated to land at nearby Coogee.  They could stay in
their homes until they were ready to move on in their own time.  The minister considered the proposal to be
inappropriate and messy.  I did try.  I thought it was a very good suggestion.  Although many residents do want to
move, we must consider that we are destroying two villages.  To put a price on that is not at all easy.  I am critical of the
Labor Party’s part in this process.  One speaker set out its case.  I do not know how the people of Cockburn could put
any faith or trust in the Labor Party.  I am very disappointed with its attitude.  The Labor Party is supposed to defend
the weak, the unemployed and the security of jobs for the future.  That has not been made very clear in the speeches
made by its members.

I want to refer to a letter that I believe sums up a lot of feelings that I have tried to put into balance in this debate.  The
letter is from Mr and Mrs Bob Miller of Hope Valley.  It puts into perspective the dilemma being faced by many
residents of Hope Valley and Wattleup.  The letter states -

Dear Barbara,

As home owners in the Townsite of Hope Valley for the past 21 years we are writing to advise you about our
concerns regarding our position re. the Governments preferred Option 4 of the FRIARS Report pertaining to
the The Hope Valley-Wattleup Redevelopment Bill to be presented to both houses of Parliament for debate in
the following weeks.

Our position is that Option 4 provides the fairest outcome for the residents of the Townsite of Hope Valley for
the reasons outlined below.

If the Bill is passed, the Government through Landcorp will be responsible for resumption of our properties
and as a consequence to ensure fair and reasonable property valuations combined with a solatium to be
decided.

I am not so sure about that.  There are no provisions in the Bill that will provide compensation in that way.  The Land
Administration Act, which is managed by LandCorp, only allows a solatium when there is forced resumption.  The
letter continues -

Of very great concern to us is the prospect that the bill will be defeated because this will effectively leave us in
limbo for an indefinite period until another government decides to introduce another plan.  This scenario would
be for obvious reasons a particularly unsatisfactory outcome for most home owners living in the Townsite of
Hope Valley which is no longer the peaceful little town it was since we are already significantly affected by
encroaching industry.  For example there has been a significant increase in noise and odour pollution in the
area and our little street is being used as a thoroughfare by big heavy haulage trucks.  This is dangerous
because the road was never designed or intended for this type of traffic.  There’s also the issue of hazardous
material and other products about which we are not informed being carted through the town without the proper
authority.



Thursday, 16 November 2000 3231

Hope Valley has always had a very high rate of homeownership, this has now changed with more than a third
of homes purchased by the W.A. Planning Commission since September 1999.  This has effectively changed
the dynamics of the community with formerly well maintained homes becoming rundown and neglected as
rental occupiers move in.  To add insult to injury we are to be lumbered with the Kwinana Speedway and Drag
Motorplex less than 600 metres from some homes.

There is a lot of talk about the potential risk to Motorplex patrons should there be an accident on the industrial
strip during race night.  These people will only be there for a few hours every fortnight during the summer
months.  WE LIVE HERE.

Equally we are gravely concerned about the so-called mosaic concept being tendered as an alternative to the
Bill by the Labor Party.  We draw your attention to the recent tragedy in the Dutch town of Enschede where
people were living alongside a warehouse containing highly volatile explosives.

The fact is that many of the chemicals and compounds used in the manufacture of products and the products
themselves in many factories and industries in the Kwinana strip and directly adjacent to us in Hope Valley are
extremely hazardous and volatile.  The Labor Party’s mosaic concept is not an acceptable demographic
planning option.  Incorporating pockets of residential and industrial development in and around Hope Valley
combined with the potential for human error is not a risk factor we’re willing to put to the test.  Of critical
importance, Labor’s mosaic concept does not provide an option for homeowners to be resumed.  This negates
the choice we will have if the Government’s Option 4 bill passes successfully through both houses of
Parliament.

The reality is that all the necessary infrastructure for continued industrial expansion is already in the area and
as a consequence industry is here to stay in Kwinana . . . 

It continues -

This issue is by its nature controversial and emotive, with many factors to be considered.  People need to feel
valued and yet in this issue there is a big picture to be considered also.  The long term social and economic
advantages in this industrial plan for Kwinana and W.A. cannot be underestimated, it will have a significant
impact on Western Australia’s ability to attract and create investment and employment opportunities for its
continued prosperity.

That letter is one of probably several hundred I have received.  The majority of those letters are from people who do not
want to move, but that one epitomises the balanced view and the hard decision that must be made.

Finally, I acknowledge a few people who I feel need some acknowledgment for the leadership they have shown in their
community.  Mr Brian Vidovich, Mr Jeff McGinnis and other people have shown leadership for the people concerned.
As I said earlier, it has cost them economically, socially and emotionally.

I urge the Parliament to consider those factors when making a decision on this Bill, not just to pass the Bill, but to
ensure that we include in the Bill provisions that accommodate some of the compensation factors I have suggested.

I also acknowledge that the office set up in Wattleup, manned by Mr Derwent Southern and Rachel Colgan and others,
was a good move.  It was good for the residents to have there all the time somebody who knew the situation and who
could offer them help.

I urge my colleagues in this Parliament to view the Hope Valley-Wattleup Redevelopment Bill in the broader context.
A precedent for compensation needs to be set across the agencies.  Many Western Australians would welcome the
support of this Chamber, particularly those in rural areas who are looking for some compensation for the right to farm
and to use their land.  Although I have been assured continually that house values have increased - that is a form of
compensation - I still believe there is a human side of this story that we in this Parliament must acknowledge.  I say to
you, Mr President, and to everyone in this Chamber that the Labor Party does not show that human element.  It has
agreed to vote against the Bill - I believe that it secretly supports the Bill - but it is not prepared to stand up and be
counted and put in a proper compensation package.  I support the second reading of the Bill.

HON DERRICK TOMLINSON (East Metropolitan) [12.05 pm]:  I do not have any intimate knowledge of Hope
Valley-Wattleup.  It is outside the East Metropolitan Region.  I do not want to filibuster; I will just respond to
something, as my name was mentioned and the Attorney General gave me a rather interesting glare.

When discussing this matter with Hon Barbara Scott some time ago, we were teasing out what one does when a whole
community is dispossessed.  When a community elsewhere has been dispossessed, the precedent has been to shift the
whole community.  For example, when the Lorne coalfield in Victoria was extended, the town was simply shifted.  If
that were to apply to the Wattleup and Hope Valley town sites, the towns would be shifted.  Hon Barbara Scott gave the
example of Coogee.  At that time there was a proposal for urban development on some public land in Coogee.

Hon Barbara Scott interjected.
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Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Hon Barbara Scott tells me by way of interjection that it was 2 000 lots.  That is a case
whereby the Hope Valley township could be relocated.  It would be on a pro rata basis for the value of the land, with
some compensation built in so people could get a home with facilities equal to those in the home left behind.  Clearly
the problem is that this is not a proposal simply to relocate or dispossess the village immediately; it might take up to 15
years.  I ask the Attorney General whether that is the case.

Hon Peter Foss:  Yes.

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Nobody is compelled to move. Clearly, “compelled” must be used advisedly, because
when the urban community increasingly becomes an industrial community, the compulsion to move is of a different
kind.

Hon J.A. Scott:  What about the compulsory clauses in the Bill?

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  Hon Jim Scott asks about the compulsory clauses in the Bill.  Clause 33 of the Bill
deals with compulsory acquisition, and subclause (2) indicates that the provisions of the metropolitan region town
planning scheme apply.  I assume, and I invite the Attorney General to respond -

Hon Ken Travers:  Don’t ask him to respond, please!

Hon DERRICK TOMLINSON:  I will.  Do members not want this to be thoroughly debated?  Do they want this to be
closed, so the division in their ranks can be concealed?  I am sorry!  I hope that the Attorney General will explain the
application, and I anticipate it is fair market value plus solatium.

The Bill also refers to sections 11(1), 11(4) and 12 of the Town Planning and Development Act, which also apply.
Sections 11(1) and 11(4) of the Town Planning and Development Act spell out quite clearly the compensation process.
Section 11(4) in part states -

. . . authority is entitled to recover from a person whose land is increased in value shall be determined by
arbitration under and in accordance with the Commercial Arbitration Act 1985, unless the parties agree on
some other method of determination.

There can be a negotiated settlement.  The problem is that we are not simply relocating a village holus-bolus.  Rather,
this Bill provides for the voluntary - I admit that it is advised - relocation of landowners over time.  It also provides for
proper processes to be followed for the negotiated valuation of land if it is compulsorily acquired.  It is a vexing issue;
and compensation is the most vexing issue of the process.  Whether the Government can or may do these things is a
question of authority and power, and for this House to decide.  Whether the Government should do this is a value
judgment that we are about to make.  However, compensation is the most vexing issue.  People dispossessed by virtue
of government action should be entitled to fair and reasonable compensation that enables them to relocate at no
financial cost, even if the emotional cost cannot be compensated for - although a solatium might be provided under
clause 33.

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan - Attorney General) [12.11 pm]:  I attended St George’s College.  One of the
wardens, Josh Reynolds, used to tell us that he had an excellent system that he never used.  The Bill before the House is
an excellent example of planning being a brilliant system that, unfortunately, has not been used.  The real problem for
the people of Hope Valley and Wattleup is the lack of planning.  The system in place is such that someone is entitled to
compensation if a government plan actively interferes with his rights.  However, such a system is not in place for when
people fail to plan.  The difficulty is that the two towns became blighted through the changes that took place when the
Kwinana industrial area was established.  Over time, the land became affected by the nearby industrial land, the buffer
and the need for further industrial land.  However, no planning was in place, nor any reservation of that land for
purposes that would allow the residents to be bought out.  Two things should be done in planning:  First, it should be in
advance.  Events during the previous Government’s term showed what happens when planning is not done in advance
and the colours on the map are shifted after it is reality.  No planning took place during that period, and catching up on
planning was one of the major things this Government had to do.  Second, all plans should be reflected on the official
metropolitan region scheme plan.  When I was in legal practice, a subdivider client had a planned, but not planned on
the map, freeway going through his land.  He was told he could not subdivide his land because a freeway interchange
would be located there.  He asked that the land be bought from him, but he was told that could not be done because it
was not part of the metropolitan region scheme and, therefore, he had no power to force the Government to resume it.  It
was a catch-22 situation; the land had been affected by a planning decision that had been made by planners, but which
had not been put on paper.  The planning system does not start to work until the plan is put on paper.

System 6 is a classic example of a planning blight on people’s land that was not reflected in the planning system.
Therefore, people did not have the statutory rights provided by the town planning legislation, nor did they have the right
to do anything with their land.  This was the predicament faced by the people of Wattleup and Hope Valley once the
Kwinana strip was put in place and its impact on surrounding land became obvious.  Decades of government inactivity
has failed to deal with it.  The trouble is that the people of those towns have been seriously and injuriously affected by
it.  After this legislation goes through, those people could argue through compensation law - I am aware of related
cases - that the change in values was not caused by this change, but that the values were affected by this plan years ago.
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Lack of planning and lack of action by successive Governments is the cause of problems faced by the people of those
towns.  Hon Barbara Scott validly pointed out that it cannot be allowed to go on any longer.  Those people should not
be left in that planning blight any longer.

I assure members that if this Bill is not passed, and the Government does not stand in the marketplace offering to buy
that land, those properties will not only diminish in value but also become totally unsalable.  That was the case before
the Government stood in the marketplace offering to purchase the properties.  We cannot change the market’s attitude to
this land.  Its value did not decrease because the Government has legislated for it to do so; it has decreased because
people know the situation of those two towns, which are without legislation or planning.  That is the reality these people
face.  They are entitled to tell the Government to do something, and to ask it to put in place this excellent system, which
has not been used for at least 20 years.  That excellent system so far has not worked for them because the next step has
not been taken.  That is the problem.

The Labor Party has a cynical attitude, because all it wants is votes.  It is not the slightest bit interested in those people.
How can it suggest that without the legislation those people will be in a better position than they have been in since the
Kwinana strip was laid down?  How will they be better off when nothing happens?  These people are in trouble because
nothing has happened.  It is time that something did happen, and that is what the Government is saying.  It is time this
House took responsibility.  Some things have happened on a non-legislative basis, such as the Government recently
standing in the market and offering to buy.  The mere fact of a willing buyer coming into the market has impacted on
prices.  Those people who have sold recently will tell members that prices are steadily rising.  Values increase once a
willing buyer comes into the equation.

Hon Norm Kelly:  The Government is cashed up from the metropolitan region improvement fund, and it is an
inappropriate use of those funds.

Hon PETER FOSS:  I cannot think of any more suitable source of money.  This is exactly the sort of thing it should be
used for.  In fact, it should have been used 20 to 30 years ago.  It was not used because of the immoral behaviour of
successive Governments.  Everyone in the metropolitan region contributes to this fund, which pays for the cost of
planning and of putting planning legislation in place.  The problem is that these people have not been able to benefit
from it until now because the planning has not been put in place.  Neither we, the previous Government, nor earlier
Governments put it in place.  I cannot think of a source of funds that is more appropriately earmarked for this purpose
than the MRIF.

Hon Norm Kelly:  Will the profits from subsequent sales go back into the MRIF?  I don’t think so.

Hon PETER FOSS:  I do not know about the legal source.  However, it is an appropriate use of the money and should
have been instigated years ago, before these people started to suffer from the implicit plan.  It was an implicit plan; it
was not a real plan.  The situation is similar to that of the person who could not deal with his land because it had an
invisible interchange on it.  That interchange could not be found on any planning proposals because it was in the
planners’ minds.

Hon Mark Nevill:  Some of those profits will find their way into Mr Kelly’s superannuation fund.

Hon PETER FOSS:  That may well be.  No group of people is better able to call on that fund than that group of people,
because that fund is for the purpose of dealing with the blight that affects these people.  Firstly, we have to put a plan in
place so at last these people have a legal right; secondly, we have to make that legal right count for something, and we
make it count for something by turning it into a market.  Those two things have to happen - the first is a legal matter and
the second is to create that market, because if there is no market they will not have any substantial compensation.

I would like to refer to what has been happening.  In the past 18 months the Western Australian Planning Commission
has been acquiring land in Hope Valley and Wattleup town sites under the mechanism of an improvement plan.  These
acquisitions have been targeted at people who are hardship cases.  Hardship includes both medical and financial
circumstances.  When the WAPC started to acquire land, the town site areas were suffering from the equivalent of
market failure.  Properties had been on the market for some time - in some cases years - with no buyers.  The median
land value of properties in Wattleup in early 1999 was the same as the median value in 1988; for 11 years there had
been no change in the value - $86 000.

In acquiring land and property in the town sites, the WAPC uses commercial valuations at unaffected value and obtains
valuations from two private licensed valuers and the Valuer General.  An offer is made to the property owners based on
these valuations.  Due to valuation creep, as properties have been acquired, the median value in Wattleup is now
$103 500, which represents a 22 per cent increase in value in the past 18 months.  Property owners do not pay stamp
duty or transfer fees on the transaction, which means that for each transaction the owner would save between $5 000
and $8 000.  These costs are absorbed by the WAPC.  Some attempt has been made to provide more compensation for
land-holders in the town sites, and a number of formulas have been proposed.  However, the Government is concerned
that a precedent would be set for government land acquisitions generally, and with the operation of the market
mechanism in the area, existing land-holders have received substantially more than they would have if the properties
had been sold on the pre-existing markets before the FRIARS plan.
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The mere existence of the FRIARS plan and the standing of the Government in the market has forced up those prices.
So far the WAPC has acquired 110 properties in both town sites, and this has led to a number of people choosing to
relocate or lease back their existing property.  In a few cases, owners have not accepted offers for their property, and no
transactions have had to be arbitrated.

Most people have been relocated within the south west corridor.  A number have relocated to country areas and to the
eastern States.  In the south west corridor the most popular areas for relocation have been Rockingham, Fremantle,
Melville, Spearwood and Jandakot.  These relocations have occurred without any adverse comments from people who
have moved.  It is noticeable as part of this trend that, on relocating, people have chosen suburbs with far greater
prospects of capital appreciation and quality of life.

I have a graph and a relocation map of the localities with the underlying figures.  I also have the Valuer General’s
Office “Value Watch” by locality for Hope Valley and Wattleup, which would be useful for members to have.  I
thought I had a comparison with Spearwood, but it does not seem to be here.  I seek leave to table those documents, Mr
President, because I think they would be of interest to members and the public.

Leave granted.  [See paper No 527.]

Hon PETER FOSS:  The worst thing that could happen to those people now would be for this Bill to fail, because this is
the only thing that has given them a reasonable value for their land.  These people do have a choice.  They can decide to
stay, and at least if they stay they know there will be reasonable capital appreciation of their land.  While this matter has
been continuing there has been capital appreciation of their land.

I will now deal with some of the criticisms that were raised by various members.  Hon Norm Kelly criticised the
process of preparing the master plan.  He particularly discussed the lack of transparency in the advertisement and public
notification processes; more specifically, he referred to the commission being able to choose whether to advertise the
master plan.

I also seek leave to table the “Value Watch” for Spearwood, Hope Valley and Wattleup.

Leave granted.  [See paper No 528.]

Hon PETER FOSS:  Unfortunately, Hon Norm Kelly has this wrong.  Clause 12(4) of the Bill allows the commission to
either consent or refuse to consent to the public notification of the master plan, or to consent to the public notification
subject to modifications being made to the plan as directed by the commission.  If the commission refuses to allow
public notification, this does not mean the master plan progresses through to its finalisation without any public
advertisement.  The public notification step is mandatory.

In addition, it should be noted that the process of a master plan preparation is much the same as that used for the
preparation of local government town planning schemes under the Town Planning and Development Act 1928 and
redevelopment schemes made under the redevelopment Acts.  If Hon Norm Kelly refuses public notification, it means
they cannot take the next step.  They cannot take the next step until such time as he does allow the notification.  They
must go back and do whatever is necessary so that they will be allowed public notification - not that there will not be
any.

The next criticism by Hon Norm Kelly was that under this Bill LandCorp would be able to close roads and that the
clause usurps the power of the local government under the Local Government Act 1995.  The power to close roads is in
clauses 8 and 9 of the Bill.  The power has been given to the commission, and not LandCorp, to close roads.  It is
possible in the case of a temporary closure of roads for the commission to delegate its power to LandCorp, but a
temporary closure of roads is usually only used when a road needs to be closed for roadworks or construction works on
land adjacent to a road where the safety of road users would be put at risk.  As stated in clause 8(2), a road may be only
closed for three days without the requirement to notify the relevant local government.

Hon Jim Scott criticised the Bill because, he said, it took rates away from local governments in the area, as land within
the redevelopment area would not be subject to rates.  The Bill does not do that.  Both the Western Australian Planning
Commission, under the Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act 1959, and LandCorp under the Western
Australian Land Authority Act, are exempt from paying rates independently of the existence of a redevelopment Act.
Nothing in the Bill exempts the commissioner or LandCorp from paying rates.

If either LandCorp or the commission purchases sites within Hope Valley or the Wattleup area - which has happened -
without the Bill ever being passed as law, it would still be exempt from paying rates in the circumstances listed in its
enabling legislation.  I have provided details of how much land has already been purchased by the commission.  That
land is already, without this Bill, exempt from rates.  This Bill does not do anything to change that situation.

Hon J.A. Scott:  They are taking up a lot more land than they would do otherwise.

Hon PETER FOSS:  I do not know how many people have read Catch 22.  In Catch 22 there was a bomb line, a ribbon
across the map of Italy, which said that the Germans are on this side and the Americans are on the other side, and we
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bomb on the far side of this little ribbon.  As they did not want to bomb Bologna, they thought all they had to do was
move the ribbon on the map to the other side of Bologna and suddenly the Americans would take Bologna and they
would not have to bomb it.  I think Hon Jim Scott has things around the wrong way.  He seems to think that this Bill
will cause that to happen in this area.  The useful thing that has been happening is that because the commission has been
purchasing that land, as I mentioned earlier, the people have some value in their land.  If Hon Jim Scott wants to stop
that, he should tell his electors; he should tell them that he does not want the commission to buy any land down there,
that he does not want their land values to appreciate.  He should tell them what he would like to do to the value of their
land just to save the local government council some rates.  I do not think they would thank him for it.

Hon J.A. Scott interjected.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Hon Jim Scott should ask them the right questions this time.  He should say, “Are you happy that
there is no market for your land?  Are you happy that for 11 years the value of the land in your area did not change in
the slightest?”  The value has gone up 22 per cent in the past couple of years.  Which does Hon Jim Scott think is the
better situation?  He can do as he likes, but he cannot - as he always tries to do - have it both ways.  He makes criticisms
that are not even consistent.  He comes into this place and makes statements and then goes outside and makes untruthful
statements about Hon Simon O'Brien.  He swaps gossip with people and he agrees with everybody he speaks to, but he
is never consistent in what he does and he never thinks the principles through.

The next issue I would like to deal with is the query on the need for further industrial land in the area.  My answer to
Hon Jim Scott’s assertion that there is much unused industrial land around Cockburn is that this redevelopment Bill
implements a planned approach to industrial expansion.  The master plan will coordinate growth in the area by
coordinating power, transport and employment to attract industry to the area.  The demand for a major industrial estate
is becoming increasingly urgent as Canning Vale industrial area is built out.  The Fremantle Rockingham Industrial
Area Regional Strategy proposal allows for a 30-year solution to industrial land demand through a major industrial
estate which will complement the Kwinana industrial area and lead to substantial employment growth in the area.

One aspect of planning is that it should be done well in advance.  Governments should, if possible, have plans for 20
years to 30 years ahead.  As I said, we lost 10 years during the time of the Labor Government when not a single major
regional amendment came through the Parliament.

Hon J.A. Scott interjected.

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  The Attorney General should speak to me.

Hon PETER FOSS:  An important aspect of planning is to plan ahead and 20 years is an important period to aim for; it
means that people can order their lives in a reasonable way.  Nobody wants to find themselves sitting in a rural area
when it is rezoned urban.  However, if they are given 20 years’ notice that it will be rezoned urban, they can at least
bring up their kids and probably move on.  People move on in any event after 20 years as, statistically, that is the time
that people stay in premises.

The last Labor Government came along and coloured the patches after it was decided to rezone land from rural to urban
and gave people no warning whatsoever.  In fact, the planning process has been turned on its head.  Governments must
try to think ahead.  This Government has attempted to have a 20 year to 30 year horizon for every major metropolitan
region plan it has brought into the Parliament.  The real benefit of that is in continually maintaining the horizon.  The
difficulty is that some cases are arising faster than otherwise expected because the planning process has been neglected
for so long.  However, the intent of the Bill is to try to have a 20 year to 30 year horizon.  As Hon Mark Nevill said, it
will lead to employment and we regard employment as a very important thing to have.

I shall now deal with the criticism of the possibility of an industrial area and its impact on Cockburn Sound.  That
criticism is extraordinary when one considers its current use, which includes turf farms and market gardens.
Theoretically we could say to turf farmers and market gardeners that they must have the same rule that applies to
industry - that is, zero emission.  We did that with industries when I was Minister for the Environment by disallowing
the discharge of pollutants into the environment.  We can impose conditions on industries being established that the
water they take in for cooling and other uses must go out the way it came in; that is, pollutants such as fertilisers cannot
be discharged with it.  That is exactly what happens with turf farms and market gardens.  We can impose those
conditions on light and general industry because they do not discharge pollutants that are, unfortunately, produced by
turf farms and market gardens.  However, if they do produce pollutants, we have the capacity to impose conditions
under the Environmental Protection Act to avoid any discharge of pollutants into Cockburn Sound.

As usual, Hon Jim Scott makes statements which bear little relation to the truth.  The truth is that he uses emotional
terms about industry and creates a concept of smoking chimneystacks and dark satanic mills.

Hon Mark Nevill: He has a Dickensian sense of humour.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Exactly.  He has a Dickensian imagination because everything Hon Jim Scott says sounds like the
first chapter of Bleak House.  He takes out little bogies and waves them at us from time to time.  He does not use logic,
nor does he justify them.  All he does is mention “industry” and it is rather like saying that the bogyman will come.  He
mentions industry as being a lot worse than what already exists.
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Hon J.A. Scott:  You say there is no industry pollution in Cockburn Sound.  What absolute rubbish!  That is a disgrace!

Hon PETER FOSS:  No.  I am used to Hon Jim Scott twisting what I say.  We have had his marvellous little
performance about national parks, about which he will never be allowed to forget as it was one of the most
extraordinary performances of twisting words I have ever come across.  What I said to Hon Jim Scott is that I recall,
from my time as the Minister for the Environment, imposing a condition of zero emission on industry.  I am not for one
moment saying that has always been the case in Western Australia, nor am I claiming credit that this Government was
the one that did it.  All I am saying is that when I was the Minister for the Environment I got to a stage of imposing on
industry a zero emission requirement.  To my knowledge, we have not resiled from that situation.  I am saying to Hon
Jim Scott that general and light industry will not be the bogyman that he can wave at the people he normally waves it at.
Industry will be governed by the requirements of the Environmental Protection Act.  There may very well be a
reduction in the amount of pollutants discharged into Cockburn Sound that are causing a problem.  As Hon Jim Scott
knows, market gardens and turf farms necessarily use substantial quantities of fertiliser.  I am not criticising them.  I do
not know how such industries could be carried out without fertilisers.

Hon J.A. Scott:  You can do it.

Hon PETER FOSS:  I had better wave that particular bogyman at all the turf farmers and market gardeners in Western
Australia and tell them that Hon Jim Scott has a plan for them so that when they put fertiliser on their turfs and market
gardens, those pollutants will not end up somewhere; no doubt that will be his next instalment.

I shall return to the remarks of Hon Jim Scott.  The net effect of his comments is to frighten people by using his typical
greenie bogymen.  If he wants to make that criticism stick, he really must come up with a more supportive argument.

Section 33, referred to by Hon Derrick Tomlinson, relates to a slightly different aspect.  When an acquisition takes
place, it does so under the Public Works Act, which provides compensation.  However, the clause he pointed out -

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Clause 33(1) and (2).

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes, that relates to injurious affection.

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Yes, in which case the Town Planning and Development Act applies.

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes.  However, if the land is resumed, the Public Works Act applies and appropriate compensation
would be payable under that Act.

Mr President, I thank members for their useful contributions, particularly Hon Simon O'Brien and Hon Barbara Scott,
who obviously put a lot of thought into this Bill and have genuinely tried to do right by the people of those two blighted
towns.  I can only describe those towns in that way as it is a fair description of the way in which they have been
blighted by planning.  I know of the emotional effect this has had on Hon Barbara Scott, as she believes very strongly
that something must be done.  She is absolutely right - something must be done.  It is no longer acceptable for
governments to turn a blind eye to those people and to let the value of their land wander away.  It is very easy to do that.
However, the Government and Parliament are not about just taking the easy way out and imposing conditions and doing
nothing.  They are about saying that this has gone on for long enough and it is time something was done.  We owe it to
those people to do something.  Two things must be done:  What is happening on the land must be reflected in the legal
requirements on the map; and, secondly, we owe it to those people to create a market to ensure, if they choose to move
out, they receive a fair value for their land.  Accordingly, I commend the Bill to the House.

Question put and a division taken with the following result -

Ayes (14)

Hon Dexter Davies Hon Barry House Hon M.D. Nixon Hon Derrick Tomlinson
Hon B.K. Donaldson Hon Murray Montgomery Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Muriel Patterson (Teller)
Hon Max Evans Hon N.F. Moore Hon B.M. Scott
Hon Peter Foss Hon Mark Nevill Hon Greg Smith

Noes (13)

Hon J.A. Cowdell Hon Helen Hodgson Hon Christine Sharp Hon E.R.J. Dermer (Teller)
Hon G.T. Giffard Hon Norm Kelly Hon Tom Stephens
Hon N.D. Griffiths Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ken Travers
Hon Tom Helm Hon J.A. Scott Hon Giz Watson

                                                                                                                                                                     

Pairs

Hon M.J. Criddle Hon Cheryl Davenport
Hon Ray Halligan Hon Bob Thomas
Hon W.N. Stretch Hon Kim Chance
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Question thus passed.

Bill read a second time.
Referral to Standing Committee on Public Administration

HON J.A. SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [12.42 pm]:  I move -

That the Hope Valley-Wattleup Redevelopment Bill 2000 be referred to the Standing Committee on Public
Administration for consideration and report.

During the debate a statement was made that when people are dispossessed by a decision of government, they should be
compensated.  In this case, the Government should first establish that there is a need for those people to be moved.  That
has not happened in this case.  I will ask the Standing Committee on Public Administration to consider a number of
points, on which I will expand.  First, the committee should look at what I believe is a misuse of the metropolitan region
scheme improvement tax.  As members will be aware, that is a tax upon homes.  In this case, the proceeds of the tax are
being used to expand an industrial estate in the south west corridor.  What is wrong with this is that -

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  Hon Jim Scott is now going into the substance of matters that no doubt can be raised by the
committee if the Bill is referred to it.  The motion moved is that the Bill be referred to the Public Administration
Committee.  The only discussion permitted on this motion, because it is very much a procedural matter, is why the Bill
should or should not be referred.  I do not wish to tell Hon Jim Scott what to say because he is an experienced member,
but he may wish to raise a number of issues that the committee might consider.  Hon Jim Scott will no doubt take his
current views on various matters to the committee.

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I want the committee to look at the use of this tax which is put on households in this State and which
should be used for the beautification of the metropolitan area, as is stated in its title.  I also want the committee to look
at the fact that no social impact study was carried out prior to the forced relocation of the community in those areas.  As
members know, people are already being moved out of those areas.  The needs of the wider community have also not
been taken into account in the Bill.  In particular, during the second reading debate I mentioned that the need for access
to coastal recreation has not been considered.  That is a vital need of the region.  The Bill deals simply with industrial
needs rather than the wider needs of the community.

I refer to the compensation provisions in the Bill.  There is a misapprehension in the community that the Government is
paying an amount greater than that which it would normally pay to move people out of that area.  That issue should be
dealt with.  Amendments on the Supplementary Notice Paper deal with this question.  Because of that misunderstanding
in the community, it would be valuable for this House to have a considered response by the committee to that issue.  As
was said by Hon Barbara Scott, Hon Derrick Tomlinson and me, it is not a small group of individuals standing in the
way of much-needed change who are being moved; two towns are being moved.  That has never happened before in the
history of Western Australia.  There have been voluntary movements of people in the goldfields.  That happened when
gold veins petered out and whole towns were moved.  However, that was not a compulsory acquisition, as is the
situation in this case.

I also hope that the committee will be able to consider why proper studies have not been undertaken to ensure that this
amount of land will be used for industry.  As I said during the second reading debate - this matter was not addressed by
the government benches - the area in question has the largest amount of available industrial land in the metropolitan
area.  The local governments have carried out studies, as have the consultants who carried out the “Towards Optimising
Kwinana” study.  Its findings did not indicate that such a huge amount of industrial land would be required now or in
the next 25 years.

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  The member is now getting into a debate about the issue.

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I hope that the committee will consider a number of options that were put forward by the Cockburn
City Council.  Options five and six enabled a considerable area of industrial land to be set aside in the south west
corridor without the same level of disturbance to existing communities.  Those reports are freely available.  I am happy
to provide my copies of the reports and the maps to the committee; however, I am sure it can obtain them from the
council.

It would be important for the region if the committee examined exactly where, south of the river, are the best locations
for that industry.  The Cockburn council's report also points to the lack of industrial land after the completion of
Canning Vale and that the eastern sector south of the river will lack that type of land, not the area where there is already
a 46 per cent vacancy rate in industrial land.  Some misunderstanding exists concerning the huge amount of expansion
of industrial lands that is occurring in other places not necessarily south of the river; for example, proposals around
Jandakot and Bullsbrook to the north.

Although the legislation provides for environmental impact statements to be prepared, it has not been the practice to
allow the social impacts to be linked with the EIS.  An amendment will deal with that issue.  It would be valuable for
the members to consider that amendment when it comes before the House.  There are also other amendments.  Hon
Barbara Scott expressed concern about the impact of whole communities being moved.  Amendments before the House
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deal with the excision of the town sites.  We have been told that the proposed industry will not be the highly polluting
variety.  The problem about which this House must make up its mind is that no plan has been laid before Parliament
indicating what type of industry will go there, whether it is general or heavy industry.  It is important to understand how
that industry would impact on a town site if it were left in place.  If the Government, through this and other legislation,
were unable to control the pollution levels as it hoped by planning processes, it would be difficult to agree to the
amendment; however, if the converse were true, agreeing to the amendment could be considered.

Another matter relates to the metropolitan regional scheme improvement tax and whether it is appropriate.  The buffer
zone, although it was necessary, impacted on the values of houses in the Hope Valley-Wattleup area.  Because the
buffer zone is an industrially-caused planning imposition on a community, the committee must consider whether such
projects should be paid for by the people who are causing the pollution.  Payment of the metropolitan regional scheme
improvement tax may not be a good way to provide the money for this legislation.  Hon Peter Foss pointed out that
planning of the area had not occurred and that that had caused problems to the people of Wattleup and Hope Valley.  He
suggested that it was incumbent on Parliament to assist those people to get out of that area.

Hon Peter Foss:  If they wanted to.

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  It is compulsory.  That is another issue that must be considered because both the minister with
carriage in this place and the Minister for Planning have, on many occasions, said that there is no compulsion for people
to leave those town sites.  Hon Peter Foss said that nothing in the Act provided that the town sites must be closed.  I
understand that that is not the case.

[Continued on page 3247.]

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

WESTRAIL FREIGHT SALE, EMPLOYEE PAYMENTS

476. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the minister representing the Minister for Transport:

What is the anticipated cost to Westrail of -

(a) transfer payments;

(b) redundancy offers; and

(c) other severance pay,

arising out of the sale of the Westrail freight division?

Hon N.F. MOORE replied:

I thank the member for some notice of this question.

(a)-(c) Westrail freight employees will either transfer to the purchaser or remain employed by the WA Government
Railways Commission.  Calculation of transfer payments is not yet complete.

MINING LEASE, MUNDIJONG

477. Hon TOM STEPHENS to the Minister for Mines:

I refer to the recommendations of the mining warden of 23 December 1999 concerning the application by Iluka
Resources Limited for sandmining leases around the Mundijong town site and ask -

(1) Has the minister made a decision on those applications?

(2) If not, how does the minister account for the 11-month delay, and will he tell the House when a decision will
be made?

(3) If yes, what is the decision?

Hon N.F. MOORE replied:

(1)-(3) For the benefit of members who might be interested in this subject, the company, Iluka Resources, applied for
a mining lease for an area of land, adjacent to the Mundijong town site, that is currently under an exploration
licence.  For the benefit of the Leader of the Opposition, the exploration licence was granted by the
predecessor of this Government, a Labor Government.  That licence gave the company an expectation that it
could carry out exploration in that part of Western Australia.  The company has now delineated an area of land
that it wants to turn into a mining lease and the warden has made some decisions on that, which relate to
environmental issues.  The matter has now come to the Minister for Mines who will determine whether to
grant the mining lease and, if so, whether conditions will be attached to it.  It is interesting that the Labor Party
is now arguing that the Minister for Mines should abide by the environmental conditions set down by the
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