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 CITY OF ARMADALE 

Chief Executive Officer’s Report 
 

Mayor and Councillors 
City of Armadale 
 
Following is my Report for the period 
ended 14 May 2012 
 
 

1.1 - METROPOLITAN LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVIEW - DRAFT FINDINGS 
    
 

WARD 
 

: ALL 

FILE No. 
 

: M/253/12 
 

DATE 
 

: 8 May 2012 

REF 
 

: RT  

RESPONSIBLE 
MANAGER 
 

: Chief Executive Officer 

In Brief: 

 The State Government appointed an 
independent Panel to conduct a review 
of local government limited to the 
metropolitan area and examine social, 
economic and environmental challenges 
facing Perth. 

 The Metropolitan Local Government 
Review (MLGR) Panel’s objective is to 
submit recommendations to the Minister 
by 30 June 2012 on optimal local 
government structures intended to result 
in drawing of new local government 
boundaries for the Metropolitan area. 

 Following the release of an Issues Paper 
by the MLGR Panel the City made a 
submission in December 2011. 

 The MLGR Panel have now released its 
Draft Findings and have invited 
comment by 25 May 2012 after which 
the Panel will finalise its report to the 
Minister by 30 June 2012. 

 

 

Tabled Items 

Nil 
 
Officer Interest Declaration 

Nil 
 
Strategic Implications 
The Steps to the Future 
These have been built around six areas of initiative: 
1. Planning ahead and evaluating progress 
2. Building our community 
3. Communicating and marketing 
4. Developing our City 
5. Developing our organisation 
6. Providing physical infrastructure and caring for the natural environment  
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All strategic Steps to the Future will need to be reviewed in the event of any Government 
decision altering the City’s boundaries or strategic outlook. 
 
Legislation Implications 

If the findings become recommendations and are adopted by the Government there are likely 
to be significant amendments to the Local Government Act. 
 
Council Policy/Local Law Implications 

If the findings become recommendations and are adopted by the Government it will lead to a 
total review of all Local Laws and Council Policies. 
 
Budget/Financial Implications 

An allocation of $51,000 has been included in the 2011/12 Budget to address the immediate 
implications of any Government decision on restructuring of metro local governments. 
 
Consultation 

Elected Members 
WALGA 
Industry representatives 
 
BACKGROUND 

In December 2011 the City last considered the matter of the State Government’s 
Metropolitan Local Government Review (MLGR) and forwarded its submission of some 80 
pages to the Review Panel on 22nd December 2011 (CS117/12/11). 
 
The Review Panel has now released its Draft Findings (Attachment-1) and has invited 
submissions on these findings by Friday 25th May 2012. 
 
The WA Local Government Association (WALGA) has produced an Indicative Response 
(Attachment-2) to the Draft Findings and sought feedback from all metropolitan local 
governments by Tuesday 15th May 2012. This will enable a meeting of Mayors and CEOs on 
the 22nd May, to adopt a joint WALGA response to be forwarded by the 25th. 
 
The Panel will then finalise its findings and make a recommendation on the preferred option 
to the Minister by 30th June 2012. 
 
COMMENT 

It is unfortunate that any comment or constructive criticism opposing the concept of fewer, 
larger metropolitan local governments is seen as self-interest or anti-progress. 
 
This Council has constructively contributed to the original Local Government SSS Report 
and supported the concept of an analysis and review of the structure of local government in 
WA. The City’s support was based on successive reports on the financial plight and apparent 
unsustainability of many rural local governments throughout the State. It was also accepted 
that an objective examination of the structure of local government in the metropolitan area 
and some of the historic anomalies of urban growth, would not be inappropriate. 
 
Unfortunately, every State in Australia that has embarked on this exercise has failed to 
address the dilemma of unsustainable rural local governments, and reverted to the “easy” and 
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immediate option of amalgamating, reviewing or restructuring metropolitan Councils. It 
would appear WA is following the same path. 
 
It is disappointing that the current review of local government has been simplified to a set of 
objectives focussed on “a reduction in the overall number of local governments to better meet 
the needs of the community”. 
 
It’s clear now from the Panel’s Draft Findings that they have focused on the objective of 
fewer Councils, rather than the objective of better governance or service, with larger or fewer 
Councils as a possible outcome. The Panel espouse the view that Perth’s governance 
arrangements are fragmented, divided, disengaged from the community showing a lack of 
stewardship and unable to address the region’s challenges. The Panel are of the view that 
local government’s claim that it is “connected and engaged” to its community, is a myth. 
They suggest that our apathetic communities have little interest in Council decisions which 
are disproportionately influenced by vocal minorities and vested interests. 
 
It could be said that the Panel itself seems to have suffered that same fate. 
 
If the submissions of 30 metropolitan Councils are dismissed as “self-interest” then the 
outcome is going to be biased inexorably towards the other interest groups who have made 
submission, many of which are traditional critics of local governments (if not all 
government). 
 
The State’s own attitude to metropolitan local government appears to be founded on hearsay 
and rhetoric, rather than sound analytical evaluation. 
 
This is reflected in the panel’s findings but not supported by analytical data – perhaps this 
will be forthcoming at a later time? 
 
There has been a consistent push from industry groups (Property Council, development 
groups, Chamber of Commerce, building industry) and COAG  that bigger, and fewer, local 
governments will provide more consistency, uniformity and less regulation, than currently 
exists. This push nationally has little foundation in substance and ignores the fact that most 
divergence from uniformity is initiated collaboratively by applicants or regulators. To push 
for “uniformity and consistency” immediately conflicts with the same parties expecting 
“flexibility” and “innovation” when their application fails to comply with uniform codes and 
laws. 
 
This national push also ignores the significant political difference between local government 
in WA, compared to other States. 
 
It is not good enough to determine that change initiated in other States must therefore be 
applied in WA, without due regard for the outcomes. It is not too late for WA to challenge the 
“wise men from the east” and determine its own outcome. Local Government in WA needs to 
grow and adjust, but there must be an analytical basis, with measurable improvements and 
outcomes, for such a change. 
 
There are many good and relevant factors dispersed through the MLGR Review Panel’s 
methodology and findings report. However, these are eventually submerged beneath the 
persistent view that bigger is better, not necessarily supported by the evidence. 
 
The City of Armadale has based its submission on the model that will provide the best quality 
of life for its citizens into the future and its knowledge and awareness of metropolitan growth 
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and planning issues. Armadale has been acknowledged as a leader in both Perth metropolitan 
growth Councils, and the National Growth Areas Alliance. The City has submitted that as a 
Strategic Metropolitan Centre, Armadale is placed to be the centre of governance, commerce, 
transport, retail and service provision for populations of either 150,000, 250,000 or 350,000 
into the future, dependent on the Government’s directions on the required framework. 
 
The City has submitted that there are features of the current structure of local government in 
WA that make it superior to that in other States. It is important that structural reform does not 
remove the best features and leave a system that disempowers the community. 
 
The measure of Perth as a liveable capital city should be judged by the people of Perth not by 
corporate visitors or sectioned interest groups. 
 
WALGA’s Indicative Response 
 
WALGA’s Indicative Response (attached) provides an excellent reflection of questions and 
viewpoints that should be represented on behalf of metropolitan local government. 
 
In particular, the following points are supported with the comments below repeated as “CoA 
Comments” in the attached copy of WALGA’s response, for ease of reading. 
 
In particular, the following points are supported:- 
 

Panel Finding 1 
WALGA points out the need to examine the State Government’s roles and 
responsibilities before recommending change to local government. 

 
Panel Findings 2 to 4 
WALGA points out that the case for reform is based on deficiencies found at a 
regional, not local level. 
 
Panel Finding 6 
A shared vision has to be determined collaboratively. 
 
Panel Finding 7 
WALGA has identified a new position from the Panel that begs explanation – is this 
leading to a recommendation local governments will still vary significantly in size, or is 
it suggesting a new contrived mechanism to fill the vacuum as “bigger” local 
government becomes more distant from its community. 
 
 
Panel Finding 8 
The benefits listed are questionable, with many outside the remit of local government, 
necessitating a review of State services and their strategic delivery. (See also comment 
on Panel Finding 1).  
 
Panel Finding 11 
A Local Government Commission was supported by WALGA but it has recommended 
that it be independent of the Department of Local Government. 
 
Panel Finding 12 
This is ironic in that it suggests that larger local governments might be “re-empowered” 
to make major planning decisions. 
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- WALGA’s comment on the issue of tax-sharing is supported, but this is where all 
State’s have failed in any review of local government. The inherent sustainability 
problems faced by rural Councils across Australia needs to be subject of review. 
These sustainability issues will not be addressed by amalgamations or boundary 
changes. 

 
Panel Finding 13 
WALGA’s comments are wholeheartedly supported. The Panel’s finding are unduly 
influenced by submissions that “bigger must be better” not supported by analytical data. 
The Panel report indicates that population size should not be the determinant, but its 
three options significantly change the metropolitan framework with two options clearly 
moving from a “local” to a “regional” format. 
 
Panel Finding 14 
While WALGA will not express a view here, it’s clear that the Panel believe the City of 
Perth and Lord Mayor should provide a leadership role for all metropolitan local 
government. That will not happen unless the City of Perth becomes a bigger player on 
the Perth metropolitan scene, which implies a local government of significant 
population and resources. This is a fundamental reversal of earlier State Government 
positions leading to the breakup of the City of Perth. 
 
Panel Finding 16 
WALGA’s position is supported with the addition that local government boundaries are 
“service provision boundaries” affecting contracts of service, workforce planning and 
many other factors. This is not the case with electoral boundaries. Robust boundaries 
with a mechanism for review every 20 years is suggested as appropriate. 
 
Panel Finding 17 & 18 
WALGA’s position and comment is earnestly supported. The Panel’s contention that 
local government in Perth is disengaged and not reflective of its communities is not 
supported by data or evidence. The whole issue of engagement is highly subjective and 
driven by a “big” Government perception of local government. 
 
Panel Finding 19 
WALGA’s comment is supported, with the addition that “need for the new institutional 
arrangements and structures” is only created by the reform initiative of removing the 
elected body of local government further away from its electorate (i.e fewer Councillors 
with much bigger constituencies).  
 
Panel Finding 20 
See comment on Panel Finding 14. The Panel has a different perception of the role of 
Lord Mayor and the City of Perth on the greater metropolitan scene.  
If a Council of Perth Mayors is formed it should elect its own Chair. The City of Perth 
and Lord Mayor, needs to be a leading local government, earning the right to lead and 
Chair, not have it decreed. This finding seems to contrast with the Panel’s criticism of 
other traditional municipal arrangements. 
 
Panel Finding 22 
WALGA’s response is earnestly supported by the City. This is an amendment to the 
Act which is way overdue. 
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Panel Finding 23 
WALGA’s position on the matter of compulsory voting is strongly supported. 
Compulsory voting will not change the level of engagement with the community, but 
would change the political environment of local government forever. 
 
Panel Finding 23c 
WALGA’s position here is strongly supported and the Panel’s view is hard to 
understand. The City’s original submission strongly contends that team leadership is 
critical and that a Council should elect its own leader and spokesperson on merit. 
 
A City-wide Mayoral election campaign would be beyond the resources of most 
citizens, requiring the candidate to consider party political support, or that of other 
interest groups, with the obvious connotations.  
 

Transition and Implementation 
 
WALGA’s recommendations on this are earnestly supported, particularly the requirement 
that the prospective cost of any forced restructuring of local government should be met by the 
State Government. 

 
CONCLUSION 

The City of Armadale’s Position 
 
The City of Armadale’s original submission to the Panel remains valid and appropriate. Three 
of the Panel’s Key Findings stand out. 
 
Panel Finding 13 – 

The most appropriate options for Local Government in metropolitan Perth are: 
a)  10 to 12 Councils centred on strategic activity centres 
b)  Five Councils based on the central area and sub‐regions 
c)  One single metropolitan Council 

 
Options 13(b) and 13(c) bear little resemblance to any accepted model of “local” Government 
and actually propose “regional” forms of Government with the potential for major duplication 
of State Government services. 
 
In particular, the concept of a Perth capital City housing 75% to 80% of the State’s 
population electing their own Lord Mayor, with the obvious comparisons to a State Premier 
elected via a suburban electorate (as occurred recently in Queensland) should be relatively 
short-lived. The potential conflict between capital city and State Government echoes the 
political reasoning behind the original break-up of the City of Perth. 
 
Option 13(b) with five “mega” Councils also removes any concept of “local” government and 
implements regional governments that would each contain 10 to 15 (perhaps more) State 
electoral seats. This shift in the political spectrum is unlikely to be attractive to the State 
Government. 
 
It would also require a major re-evaluation of State Government services as local government 
this “big” would significantly overlap State Government services and quickly place demand 
on policy in other sectors such as education and health. 
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Option 13(a) is the model that most closely reflects the City’s own submission but if adopted 
by government would require boundary changes with the Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale and 
potentially with the City of Gosnells. 
 
It will be recommended below that the City reiterates its original submission. 
 
Panel Finding 23 

Amendments  to  governance  arrangements  for  Local  Government  in  metropolitan  Perth 
should include the following: 
a.  Introduction of compulsory voting at Local Government elections 
b.  Recognition of the leadership role of Elected Members 
c.  Election of Mayors by community 
d.  Increased remuneration of Elected Members 
e.  Training for Elected Members 
f.  Clarification of the role of CEO and Elected Members 

 
The City has previously resolved its objection to the prospect of compulsory voting at 
Council elections, and election of the Mayor by the community at large. 
 
The City’s position on these matters will be reiterated. 
 
Whilst there is no finding on the number of elected members in each Council, the report 
refers to “up to 12 elected members in larger local government entities” in the short-term, but 
suggest “in the longer term, each local government should have between 8 and 10 
councillors” (page 22) 
 
The Council has previously submitted that there is no justification for reducing the number of 
elected members when the full communicative role of councillors is taken into account, 
particularly as the City is rapidly doubling in size. 
 
If forced to reduce the number of elected members, it is submitted that no less than 12 is 
appropriate for a City growing to 150,000 or ultimately 350,000 in population, dependent on 
boundary arrangements. 
 
The City has previously rejected the proposition that a Council is a Board of Directors with 
no representative role. The Council is a Board of Governors with a mandate to represent the 
electors of the district exercising their best judgement at all times. They are under the 
constant scrutiny of their electorate and are charged to both bring matters before the Council, 
but also to communicate outcomes back to the electorate. Their communicative role and the 
amount of work conducted outside the Council chamber appears to be undervalued by the 
Panel and the State. 
 
In conclusion, it will be necessary to reassure the workforce currently engaged in the local 
government industry that all services currently required will continue to be required, 
whatever the future structure determined for local government. 
 
While there is a determination to reduce the number of CEOs and Directors employed in the 
industry, this marginal change will not affect the breadth of services required on the ground 
as population grows. 
 
It will be important that any structural change follows a clearly defined transitional path. The 
sector needs to continue to attract and retain qualified professional staff against intense 
competition from the resources sector. Local Government must present itself as an attractive 
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place of employment offering the best conditions and benefits if communities throughout 
suburban Perth are to continue to enjoy the amenity and level of service currently taken for 
granted. 
 

 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
1.  Metropolitan Local Government Review-  Draft Findings - April 2012  
2.  WALGA's Indicative Response to MLGR Panel Findings (Includes CoA Comments)  
  
 
 RECOMMEND 

That Council: 

1. endorse the indicative WALGA Response to the Metropolitan 
Local Government Review (MLGR) Draft Findings and forward 
the supportive comments outlined in this report to WALGA. 

2. reiterate its original submission to the MLGR Panel, with 
particular emphasis on:- 

a. The City has always supported a review of local government 
structure throughout the State with a view to achieving a 
more sustainable funding and governance framework, The 
MLGR’s Draft Findings offer some opportunities for 
adjustment to the structure of local government in 
metropolitan Perth, but only serve to accentuate the growing 
gap between metropolitan and regional communities 
throughout Australia. 

b. The Panel’s three options in Panel Finding 13 – “appropriate 
options for local government in metropolitan Perth” – appear 
to have ignored any concept of localism, with two options 
clearly proposing regional models of governance. 

c. The City is opposed to the prospect of compulsory voting in 
local government elections and election of the Mayor at large.

d. The City opposes a reduction in the number of elected 
Councillors and an apparent reduction of the role of elected 
members in local governance, noting the huge increases 
proposed in number of electors per councillor. 
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1.2 - COUNCILLOR'S INFORMATION BULLETIN - ISSUE NO. 8/2012 
    
 

WARD 
 

: ALL 

FILE No. 
 

: M/246/12 
 

DATE 
 

: 7 May 2012 

REF 
 

: CT  

RESPONSIBLE 
MANAGER 
 

: Chief Executive Officer 

In Brief: 

Councillors’ Information Bulletin – 
Councillors are advised to take note of 
the information submitted in Issue No. 
8/2012 to be received by Council. 

 

 

 

Strategic Implications 
Corporate Services  
2.1 Identify and implement mechanisms to improve communication and achieve common 

understanding of corporate issues and objectives. 
 
COMMENT 

The following general information and memorandums were circulated in Issue No. 8/2012 on 
10 May 2012.  
 
Correspondence & Papers 
 
Correspondence Papers 
Media Release: Barnett Government holding up Local Government Reforms  
WA Local Government Association (WALGA) News 
Issue No. 16.12 – 23 April 2012  
Issue No. 17.12 – 30 April 2012  
Issue No. 18.12 – 7 May 2012  
Australian Local Government Association (ALGA) News 
20 April 2012 
27 April 2012  
4 May 2012 
Media Releases  
Diversity in Achieving Road Safety – 4 May 2012 
 
Information from Human Resources 
 
Employee Movements 
 
Information from City Strategy  
 
Progress Report on Contingency, Operational & Strategic Projects 
Report on Outstanding Matters – City Strategy Committee  
Donations/Grants/Contributions  -    April 2012  
Rates Reports 
Report of the Common Seal  
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Information from Development Services  
 
Outstanding Matters & Information Items 
 Report on Outstanding Matters - Development Services Committee 
Health 

 Health Compliance Report – March & April 2012 
Planning 
 Planning Applications Report - April 2012 
 Reviews before the State Administrative Tribunal (SAT) 
 Town Planning Scheme No.4 - Amendment Action Table 
 Subdivision Applications - WAPC Approvals/Refusals - April 2012 
 Subdivision Applications - Report on Lots Registered for 2011/2012 
 PAW Closure Report - Significant Actions during April 2012 
 Compliance Officer’s Report - April 2012 
Building 
 Building Services Manager’s Report – March & April 2012 

 Building Compliance Report – March & April 2012 
        Building Applications Monthly Statistics – March & April 2012 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
There are no attachments for this report. 
 
 RECOMMEND 

That Council acknowledge receipt of Issue No 8/2012 of the Information 
Bulletin. 
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