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MINISTER FOR PLANNING — PERFORMANCE 
Motion 

DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe — Leader of the Liberal Party) [4.00 pm]: Thank you very much, Deputy Speaker. 

Mr P.J. Rundle: You can’t get enough of him! 

Dr D.J. HONEY: It does reinforce the issue of trying to consider the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Bill 2021. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member, you just need to move the motion. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you very much for your guidance and direction, as always, Deputy Speaker. I move — 

That this house condemns the Minister for Planning for failures in the planning portfolio, including 
implementing the state development assessment unit process that routinely rushes through developer 
approvals that ignore the concerns of local communities. 

I raise this matter because it is causing increasing concern in communities in Western Australia and, I might say, 
more particularly in communities in the western suburbs of Perth. The government came out with the great Metronet 
project that was to be the salvation of the world. We were to have trains running now, I believe, member for Vasse. 

Ms L. Mettam: Yes. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: They are not quite there, are they? We were going to see with the Metronet project and the new 
lines that were to be put in some transport-oriented developments—TODs. We were going to see greenfield high-rise 
developments—not infill developments, but greenfield developments, or, at best, brownfield developments—around 
these centres. We were going to see that provide affordable housing for people across metropolitan Perth. How many 
of those transport-oriented developments have we seen, members? I can tell members: none. None of them took off. 
The development industry came knocking on the minister’s door and said, “Minister, this isn’t going too well. People 
aren’t too keen on high-rise apartments in the outer areas that you are developing for Metronet, but I tell you what, boy, 
there’s an insatiable appetite for high-rise development in the western suburbs---insatiable! By the way, minister, we’ve 
been pretty good to you—those $3 500 dinners and $5 000 dinners we all go to and we all frock up to.” We saw the 
Satterley-organised major fundraiser for the Labor Party. The minister is all ears to the development industry. The thing 
that irritates some people in that industry is they do not like local government or local communities having a say on 
development in their areas. Guess what? We cannot get any buyers for apartments out on the Metronet line, which was 
the great Labor plan that was going to pay for Metronet. We know who is paying for Metronet now. It is the taxpayers 
of Western Australia. It is the biggest cost blowout in the history of the state. They are paying for it. None of the land 
sales are going ahead. Where do we see all the development? Wealthy people want to live in high-rise apartments in the 
western suburbs. That is what have seen. Suddenly, all that development enthusiasm has morphed into development in 
the western suburbs. That is in my electorate and the electorates along the coast and the river and in Subiaco. 

What did we see happening under the guise of COVID? We saw the minister come into this place and say, 
“The economy’s going to desperately need stimulation. I have to make changes to the planning act. Essentially, I have 
to remove the rights of communities to have any say in planning matters in their area. I’m going to bring in a process 
that lets you completely ignore any of the existing planning structures within an area, any height limits and any density 
limits. I’m going to bring in a process that removes all that, and guess what? You’ll be able to do what you like 
because I’ll approve it all and I’m going to put in a process that will approve it all.” That is what we saw come into 
this place—the wholesale removal of provisions from the act. We saw provisions on advertising. We saw an approval 
process whereby anything goes for any significant development; the approval just goes straight to a centralised 
planning group that pays no due regard whatsoever to the communities where the development will be done. That is 
what we have seen. What happened with the great COVID crisis that was going to destroy the building industry in 
this state? Nothing. In fact, we saw an explosion of development because we had a mass net movement of people 
back into the state, mass demand, a lack of labour and massive pump priming by the federal and state governments 
for general construction. There was no great problem for the construction industry. Its problem is that it cannot build 
what it committed to build because it does not have the labour and, in a lot of cases, it does not have the materials. 
The industry is struggling to get the materials into the state because of the hard border. That is the outcome. 

The minister came out recently and said, “Do you know what? I reckon these new approvals processes are so good 
that we should just continue to use them and continue to ignore communities and ignore the right of people to have 
a proper say in what happens in their area.” That is what we have seen. It discloses the ruse. The ruse was that 
these laws were just a way of getting those communities out of the way and making sure that people cannot have 
a say in what happens in their communities. As I said, it was portrayed as temporary measure. I will read a little about 
it. Let us see how it was portrayed as a temporary measure. I will quote the minister herself when talking about 
these reforms. The minister said — 
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These reforms include a new category of planning consideration—“significant development”. To help us 
recover from the COVID-19 pandemic and generate economic activity, the commission will become the 
new decision-maker for significant developments for the next 18 months. 

We know where that is going, do we not? The minister has articulated it. It is forever. This is when the ruse was 
introduced — 

This temporary change in approval authority will enable us to prioritise developments and projects that have 
investment certainty, are well designed and are ready for construction to commence to create jobs at a time 
when we need them the most—getting Western Australians back to work faster. This proposal is similar to 
measures adopted in other states, although in many other states the minister is the decision-maker.  

There we go. It is fascinating to hear the words in these things; the minister referred to approvals of developments that — 
… have investment certainty, are well designed and are ready for construction to commence to create jobs … 

We have seen that, have we not, with 120 Marine Parade and its ready-to-go approval? The developers did not 
even have access to the back of their block and did not comply with any of the local planning schemes, yet that was 
approved by the special body the government put in place to do those things and to do the responsible thing, and what 
has happened with that now? Guess what? They have monetised and sold it, even though it could not go ahead as 
it was. It was nowhere near ready to go. They did not have the money. It was a group of small investors who did not 
have the money. Boy, they have some money now, thanks to the minister and the processes that government put in 
place. They have money now because they sold it at a good tidy profit to the guy who owns the block at the back 
who can get rear access to it. Guess what he is doing? He is going for an even bigger apartment block. 
Surely, the minister can see the abuse in that process. The local community was completely ignored in that process. 
It was not a project that had investment certainty, was well designed and ready for construction to commence. 
Was that the case for that project, minister? None of those things were true. We could argue the toss about whether 
it was well designed. We could say maybe there were some aspects to the design that were done well. It certainly 
offended all of the local planning scheme for that area—all of it. There was no setback whatsoever and it exceeded 
the height limit. As I said, the straight technical level did not even comply with the basic planning requirement of 
having suitable access for vehicles into the site. The developers had no money to do their own development, and what 
have they done? They have sold it for a nice tidy profit thanks to the minister and thanks to the process of the 
Western Australian Planning Commission. 
Clearly, it was conveyed that it is a temporary process; the legislation was rushed through this house. We expressed 
concerns, but we supported that legislation and we supported it in the upper house, because it would not have got 
through without our support and the crossbench’s support. We supported that because we said fair enough. Now we 
see it exposed for what it was, and that is a process that is about a few people making a lot of money and completely 
disregarding the communities that are affected. I see enormous opposition in the community to the development at 
120 Marine Parade in Cottesloe. To say that the community is almost utterly united in opposition to that development 
is an understatement. This community accepted that the need for increased development. The Town of Cottesloe 
introduced a plan. In fact, it introduced increased height limits in certain areas. Did we see that respected? Did we 
see the fact that the council and the community had done the right thing and said they accepted the need for some 
redevelopment? It was completely ignored. It did not exist. We had this nonsense. The developer said, “Oh, I am 
going to come in and put in a 100-storey unit.” I am being colourful in the height. Then they said, “Hang on; I’ve 
reduced it to 50. Therefore, give me the approval”, and the Planning Commission said, “Yes, okay. Well, they have 
come down from 100 to 50.” But that is when the local planning scheme said that the maximum height was five storeys. 
It is a hypothetical example. We see developers come in with some enormous structure, make a slight reduction 
that is still way above anything that the local community has agreed to, and the commission says, “Look, they have 
made a compromise. We should push it through.” What a joke! What a nonsense! What an abuse of process for 
communities. The problem with this process is that the WAPC is not bound by any local planning laws—none. It 
can do what it likes—and guess what? It has been doing what it likes. 
Let us look at this body that is supposed to be the police officer on the beat, making sure that if these developments 
go ahead, they meet the minister’s requirements. I will keep repeating them. They are meant to be projects that — 

… have investment certainty, are well designed and are ready for construction to commence to create jobs … 
We have had 12 projects go through—all approved. It is not the only one, but that project at 120 Marine Parade 
was not ready to go, not financed and could not be built because it did not meet access requirements for the block, 
yet it was approved. This body, basically, just approves. It goes through some sham process whereby it goes, 
“Well, yes, you asked for this enormous building and you have come back with a slightly reduced one. Therefore, 
you have done the right thing by the community.” Look at 120 Marine Parade. The commission did not even go 
back to the community and consult it on the design that was ultimately approved. It said it consulted on the last 
one that the community rejected, therefore it did not have to consult on this one because, in its view, it thought it 
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knew what people thought or whatever. The commission did not even consult on it. There was no consultation on 
that approved project. That is the process the minister has put in place. 
I hear lots of members on that side talking about the need for consultation and saying that communities’ views and 
wishes should be respected. We are going through this dreadful abuse of process at the moment considering the 
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Bill, but one of the points made by the minister representing the Minister for Aboriginal 
Affairs was that the government consulted with a lot of people. The government thinks that consulting is important 
in some cases. I hear government members talk about this time and again: “I have gone out; I did a survey.” I do roll 
my eyes, but it went through a sham process to supposedly get input into the destruction of the forestry industry in 
this state. We heard the Minister for Environment say that she did an online survey, which anyone could fill out as many 
times as they liked. Most of the submissions were from interstate and overseas. Nevertheless, that was a consultation 
process because consultation is very important. Here, all of a sudden, because it gets in the way of a few, consultation 
is not important at all. The views of the community are not important at all. They are utterly unimportant. They are 
not considered. That was absolutely the case with 120 Marine Parade. We see another development going ahead.  
I will address a few comments. The minister likes to make pithy comments to Dorothy Dixers in this place in relation 
to development. But the other development in my electorate is the Quinlivan development at the Ocean Beach Hotel. 
The minister makes great moment that I am opposing high-rise development, I am opposing infill, but there I am at 
these functions applauding them. Does the member know why? It is because I bother to look at them. I bother to 
consider them. One Subiaco is an outstanding development in the centre of a town. I have said to the minister and the 
former parliamentary secretary: I think that having genuine transport-oriented developments along the railway line in 
the centres of established towns are excellent projects. I applaud that. I have said to a range of people in a number 
of forums that if they want to do appropriate high-rise developments in the main town centre of Cottesloe, not on 
the beach where it would destroy people’s amenity, they should do them. It is a fantastic location to do them. It would 
activate businesses and make some of the businesses doing it tough more profitable. It is right along the railway 
line so people have ready access to metropolitan Perth. 
In relation to the Blackburne development on the Amana Living site, I consciously went there knowing that some of my 
constituents do not like that project. They were concerned about it. The developer had made changes and he had reduced 
the number of apartments on the approved plan by over 100. After looking at the aspect of those buildings and comparing 
it with the existing 11-storey tower, it had no more impact on the visual amenity of the people of that community. On 
that basis, I said that I thought it was a reasonable development to do. It would provide additional density and infill but 
it would have minimal impact on the amenity of people in those communities. But, minister, the nonsense of large 
apartment developments right smack bang in the middle of residential areas on Railway Parade is bitterly opposed. I am 
also completely opposed to the nonsense that the minister went through in Nedlands when she put apartments adjacent 
to residential homes around Peace Memorial Rose Garden and some of the developments on Broadway. I am completely 
opposed to developments that destroy the amenity of a normal residential area. That is wrong. The minister should not 
come in this place and try to verbal me and say that somehow or other there is great hypocrisy. I have been very clear. 
There have been appropriate developments. I supported the original Quinlivan development for the Ocean Beach Hotel 
site; in fact, I went on television to support it despite the fact that some of my constituents did not support it. I thought it 
was appropriate. I am more concerned about the new development because all of a sudden there has been another 
increase in the proposed height, which seems to be the pattern. Approval is given for something and then approval is 
given for something else. That is the process the minister has put in place. 
I turn to the nonsense that is the Subi East project. As I have said before in this place, boy, do we get some spin in 
this place. What we are going to have in Subi East is high-rise apartments with bars and restaurants immediately 
on and adjacent to a school oval. I heard the smart interjections from members on the other side of the house. 
Name one public school where that happens—name me one. There will be a high-rise development with bars and 
restaurants around the school oval—not across the road. 
Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: No. How about you stop yelling. I do not welcome your interjection at all. 
Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski: You asked for it. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: No, I did not. 
Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am directing my comments to the Minister for Planning. You are wasting my time. Acting 
Speaker, I do not welcome this interjection. 
Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Kingsley! 
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Dr D.J. HONEY: I am not referring to when there is a road or park between the apartment block and the school 
oval or when it is across the road. No, it does not happen. The minister knows that that specifically goes against — 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: The minister knows that that specifically goes against — 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Oh, for God’s sake. The minister knows that that specifically goes against the guidelines of the 
Department of Education. A government department, the education department — 

Point of Order 
Ms L. METTAM: I cannot hear the Leader of the Liberal Party. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms R.S. Stephens): There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 
Dr D.J. HONEY: The minister knows that that specifically goes against the Department of Education’s guidelines, 
but she does not care. She does not care that its guidelines are completely at odds with this development. The minister 
does not care because she has all the developers telling her how wonderful she is. The developers who are making 
money out of it are saying, “Minister, you’re wonderful.” She had them turning up to the biggest fundraiser, as 
I understand it, certainly in declared donations in this Parliament. She knows — 
Ms S.E. Winton interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am not going down that path. 
That is why the minister does it—that is where she gets feedback and favour. She does not care about the communities 
affected by this and the people whose lives are ruined by developments. I am talking about people who have gone 
into quiet retirement and suddenly face the prospect of a 35-unit apartment block adjacent to their bedroom window. 
She does not care about that. All she cares about is currying favour with the big end of town. 
MS L. METTAM (Vasse — Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party) [4.24 pm]: I rise to support this motion and 
to speak specifically about the Smiths Beach development. As has been explained by the developers themselves, 
they will take the opportunity to use the temporary measures as set out by the Minister for Planning under the state 
development assessment unit process. There is a lot of concern about this project. We know that Smiths Beach is 
synonymous with one of the more scandalous chapters in WA’s political history. The lobbying around a development 
at Smiths Beach in the early 2000s led to a Corruption and Crime Commission investigation that embroiled former 
Labor Premier Brian Burke, who was subsequently charged with five counts of lying to the CCC and acquitted on 
four of those charges. There has been a lot of contention around Smiths Beach and it has been some time since 
another development has been proposed. It is worth pointing out that the community at large is very supportive of 
the development at Smiths Beach, but it wants the proposal to go through the standard planning framework given the 
contentious history of the area, the unique environmental values of that area of coastline and the fact that it is certainly 
one of the jewels in the crown in the tourism value of the state’s coastline. 
It is fair to say that the Planning and Development Amendment Bill 2020 introduced last year received bipartisan 
support. In her second reading speech, the minister said — 

To help us recover from the COVID-19 pandemic and generate economic activity, the commission will 
become the new decision-maker for significant developments for the next 18 months. This temporary 
change in approval authority will enable us to prioritise developments and projects that have investment 
certainty, are well designed and are ready for construction to commence to create jobs at a time when we 
need them the most—getting Western Australians back to work faster. 

As I said, the temporary measures received our support. A range of issues have been raised but as it relates to the 
Smiths Beach project, why a project such as this? Given that this development poses many challenges from 
an environmental point of view, and given the unique nature of this area, the extent to which this project is even 
shovel-ready is questionable. The community has asked the questions: Why the rush? Why bypass state and local 
government planning policies, which have received significant local community investment? Section 275 of the 
Planning and Development Act require that the commission give due regard to the planning laws but it is not 
otherwise bound or restricted by the legal instrument, and that is the issue of significant concern. The community 
concern is that the commission will effectively bypass and not give proper consideration to State Planning Policy 6.1 
Leeuwin–Naturaliste Ridge (Line) — City of Busselton Local Planning Scheme No. 21 (LPS 21), which states 
that developable area of Sussex location 413 will have a ratio of not less than 70 per cent tourism development. 
Much work done between the community and the local government was deemed to be very important because it 
is important with an area as unique as Smiths Beach from a state and community perspective that the development 
has 70 per cent tourism investment and full-time tourism jobs. The current proposal certainly does not meet that. 
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It has a greater proportion of residential development. There are also concerns about the 4.2 hectares of headland 
area. A 2009 report of the Environmental Protection Authority, Sussex location 413 Yallingup—Smiths Beach 
development guide plan, states on page 2 — 

An acceptable area for development — 
For visual impact — 

would exclude development out onto the headland and the slopes of the ridge outlining the headland … 
In short, under the traditional planning framework in 2011, 21.4 hectares was approved to be ceded or to go back to 
national park. According to the developer’s current plans, they are looking at ceding about 17 hectares. The remaining 
4.2 hectares are the most critical from an environmental and landscape amenity perspective. It would effectively see 
residential properties on this unique and very important piece of land that has such significant environmental value 
that it was considered necessary to go back to national park because of the iconic coastal views it provides to 
Torpedo Rocks. From a community perspective, it is considered to be of important value. There is obviously a great 
need for transparency around the process when it comes to unique developments such as the one at Smiths Beach, 
which has a range of development involved. There is also the fact that it is unique in nature. 
The need for transparency not only has been raised extensively by the community, but also is an opinion held by 
the City of Busselton, which wrote to the Minister for Planning on 23 July this year to request that the project not 
be considered through the State Development Assessment Unit due to its concerns about the transparency of the 
SDAU process. David Mitchell of the Smiths Beach Action Group was reported in the Busselton Dunsborough Times 
of 23 September as stating — 

“We are not saying that development can’t occur,” … 
“Due process must be followed. 
“The use of the short-track planning approval system is unacceptable. I’m not sure that 
environmentally-sensitive coastal developments that have had a chequered history … (are) the 
appropriate development to go through this (fast-tracked) process,” … 

The Smiths Beach Action Group also raised concerns about that particular area and a range of other factors that 
could be ignored by the very fact that the bill that was introduced last year required the government to give due 
regard only to planning laws that would not otherwise be considered or bound by the legal instrument. This has 
not been lost on the community. Nigel Bancroft, who is a former City of Busselton planning director, was reported 
in the Augusta–Margaret River Times of 14 October as stating — 

… the direct-assessment panel set to replace the Development Assessment Unit set up by Premier Mark 
McGowan during the early stages of the COVID-19 pandemic last year could trigger a land rush by 
developers keen to activate stalled or difficult projects. 

The Mayor of Busselton also stated — 
“There is very little information currently available about the proposed Special Matters Development 
Assessment Panel,” … 
“The City would, though, be concerned if that panel were to have the same fairly sweeping powers that 
have been given to the WA Planning Commission through the State DAU.” 

It has also not been lost on the community about the need to do this from an economy-stimulating point of view. 
Why rush projects such as this, as argued to stimulate the economy, when it is so important to get such projects 
right? I quote Rebecca Kelsall from East Fremantle, who wrote in response to an opinion piece by Paul Murray in 
The West Australian — 

The idea that the proposal is 30 per cent larger and extending much further west than is regulated seems 
ridiculous, particularly when you recall the site’s shameful political history. 
This is a fragile landscape and habitat … 
Currently there is a situation of over-demand and undersupply in the building industry in WA, so how 
can fast-tracking this approval to stimulate employment be justified? 

Richard Muirhead was chairman of the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority and he was reported in the 
Subiaco Post of 23 October as stating — 

“The Government calls it ‘fast tracking’ — 
Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 
Dr D.J. HONEY: It is the right of a speaker to be heard in silence. 
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Debate Resumed 
Ms L. METTAM: Mr Muirhead stated — 

“The Government calls it ‘fast tracking’—I call it removal of checks and balances that have protected the 
environment, and protect communities from bad developments,” … 
“The developments, as I understand it, will be approved by the Premier and/or the Planning Minister for 
referral to the SDAU. 
“The SDAU is made up of people picked by the Premier and the Planning Minister. 
“You wonder what type of pressure can be brought to bear on people to approve it or not.” 

It is important that a project of this magnitude with this contentious history is able to proceed, but it should be able to 
proceed through a standard planning framework that takes into account the state and local planning considerations 
that have been made for this area. As I have stated, there is broad support for this development to go ahead, but there 
are real concerns about any effort to fast-track this process. I will finish with an excerpt from a letter to the editor 
that appeared in The West Australian of 20 July 2021 from Kirsten Hay of Yallingup — 

Surely this beautiful site, loved by so many, yet with such a murky political history, must go through the normal 
approvals process? This stunning virgin coastal site is too significant to the people of WA to be “fast tracked”. 
It is critical this proposal adheres to local planning laws, that the community is properly consulted and 
due process is followed, and seen by all of us to be followed. 
Or is WA going back to the dark days of WA Inc? 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Planning) [4.37 pm]: Again, we see a performance by the member 
for Cottesloe for his masters in “The Clan”. He stood up and alleged inappropriate behaviour, acting in a disgusting 
manner and making disgusting allegations. Why? To appease his masters in the other house. The only reason he 
is in his position is because the sexist, misogynist puppeteers in the other place put him there and want to keep him 
there. That is why he is there. 
Let us go through some of those facts and some of the member for Cottesloe’s behaviour. This is a member who 
gets his media team to go through my private Facebook account, with my children on it, to use pictures of me to 
run negative smears through his Facebook account. That is what he does—he and his Young Liberal apparatchiks, 
who are trained by Hon Peter Collier and Hon Nick Goiran. It is a creepy Young Liberal crew who master in the dark 
arts. All they do is go through all our private Facebook pages. They attack the member for Perth, for whatever reason; 
we have some theories. They attack him and constantly — 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As I said, they go through my private Facebook account to use pictures from events that I and 
my children go to in political memes on his Facebook account. That is what he does. He comes into this place 
and alleges many improper motives and behaviour. You are disgusting, member for Cottesloe! You are a disgrace. 
I would say you are sexist from the way you come into this place. You are doing it to appease the puppeteers in the 
other place, who call women sandwich makers and call women disgraceful terms. That is what you again did today. 
It was an opportunity to have a debate about planning, but you came in here and alleged the worst things! You 
have no proof and you come in here and allege the most disgusting of motives. Why? Because you are there, a puppet 
of the sexist misogynistic puppeteers that you have to bow down to. I am so glad that I do not have to bow down 
to puppeteers in the other place. I am glad that I am an independent person who can make her own decisions and 
not have to grovel to the sexist masters in the other place. 
Let us go through some of the claims made in this place. The member for Vasse believes that I should pick and 
choose what projects go through the state development assessment unit. Let us go through the SDAU. It received 
bipartisan support. New members may not be aware, but the Liberal Party supported it. In fact, the Liberal Party 
in the other place worked with the then representatives from other minor parties to reduce the threshold so that 
more projects got into the SDAU process. That is the history of it. Talking about fundraisers, the Liberal Party had 
fundraisers with the then opposition spokesperson for planning. The theme was “come to the fundraiser to hear 
about the new changes to the Planning and Development Act”. It was the Liberal Party that supported the SDAU 
process and decreased the threshold.  
The member is right: it did not have support in the upper house. The then opposition planning spokesperson and 
representatives for the minor parties came. I remember where I was. I was sitting in the members’ dining room; I think 
the seating arrangements were different because of the COVID pandemic, so we were all spaced apart. They came 
in and gave me an alternative proposal to lower the threshold, to capture more projects in the SDAU, and because 
we did not have the numbers in the upper house, we agreed. That is the SDAU process history. Remember, the SDAU 
process does not involve me; it involves the Western Australian Planning Commission. The member for Cottesloe, 
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as he always does, has just insulted the integrity of every member of the WAPC. The member for Vasse quoted 
Richard Muirhead about process—please; give me a break! Let us go to Port Hedland and check out the Pelago 
apartments, shall we? 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Members opposite were asking me to intervene in the SDAU process. Is that what members 
are asking me? Do they want me to pull things in and out of the SDAU process? Is that what they want me to do? 
Do they want me to intervene? That is what they are asking me to do. They are asking for political intervention in 
a process. I will not do that because it would be improper for me to pull projects in and out, as if I can sit there and 
determine the processes. These are legal processes determined by the Parliament of WA. The idea is that I could pick 
and choose those processes, but I will not do it. 
As I said, the member for Cottesloe stood up and alleged that I was involved in all this inappropriate behaviour. 
He does it all the time. He will probably get a meme from his Young Liberal apparatchiks in his office. The memes 
were probably given to him by Hon Nick Goiran and Hon Peter Collier. They are stored in the member’s office. 
They go through our private Facebook pages, pulling out photos and pictures of me and using them in disgusting 
memes. That is what they do. Members, remember that when you post things on your private Facebook page so that 
your cousins and other family members can see them, the Liberal Party is going through them. 
Several members interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is the Young Liberals, mate. That is that issue. 
On the concept that the SDAU is removing the rights of the community, it is true that I do not believe any community 
member should have the right of veto. I believe that. For a party that was based on property rights, I find this quite 
an interesting debate. Of course, the community is consulted. The SDAU process is actually a tough process that 
involves the State Design Review Panel. We have heard how tough it is to get plans through the State Design Review 
Panel because it makes sure that the designs are of quality. I will give members some community comments that have 
been put forward about projects and scheme amendments. This is in relation to a scheme amendment, and says — 

I strongly Object. If we wanted to live in Rockingham, Belmont or any of the other suburbs which bring 
in lower socioeconomic louts, that’s where we would have chosen. 

These are real comments. Do members opposite want me to take that community comment on board and say, 
“Okay, you’re right”? How about this comment — 

Density is fine for ‘those people’ over in Koondoola and Girrawheen, but not for us here in Woodvale. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cottesloe! Members! 
Dr D.J. Honey interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am not asking for your interjection, you sexist, nasty man. I am not asking for your interjection! 
This is another comment. I do not know whether members opposite want me to take this one on board — 

Most inhabitants of Perth do not appreciate short-sighted career-driven, probably poorly travelled — 
They got that wrong — 

clueless, living-in-a-bubble Ministers ruining our unique, well-balanced way of life … 
I do not live in a bubble; I live in the real world. Are they the comments the member wants me to listen to? There 
is a balance between consultation and the right of veto. The Liberal Party is now saying that there should be a right 
of veto. This is a party of property rights. This is a party that says that landowners should have certain rights over 
their property. People have rights and they go through the planning system. If you want to change the planning 
system, get elected next time and do it! 
Dr D.J. Honey interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: You can do that. The idea that I should intervene in people’s lawful rights in relation to the 
planning system we have is wrong. 
I want to make this point about schemes. The SDAU has regard for the schemes. Everything the member said was 
completely false. His imagination about Metronet and developers knocking on doors and so forth is completely 
false. He makes it up as he always does. As I said, he is doing it to appease the masters in the upper house. I heard 
the member’s comments about the Grove in Mosman Park, and the One Subiaco development. He went along 
because he thought it was okay; he liked the development! 
Dr D.J. Honey: I did. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Can he not see the hypocrisy of it? He is subjectively saying, “I went along to that one because 
I liked it.” That is pretty much what he said. It was higher than it should have been. Although he is saying that 
nothing else can be approved that is potentially higher than the scheme says, he liked it. He went along because he 
liked it. That is pretty much the sophistication of the planning argument put forward by the member for Cottesloe. 
Those projects are okay because he likes them.  
I want to again go through the philosophy of this government. This government is about ensuring there is housing 
choice. When I was in opposition, a number of new schemes were implemented that included the wholesale 
subdivision of suburbs. Every suburb got subdivided. Do members know what? No-one cared about the impact 
that had on the community. It did not support small business and it did not create housing choice. We saw the loss 
of urban canopy and in many instances we saw completely paved block, upon block, upon block. The member for 
Balcatta is nodding. It was in many instances that middle ring of 800 square-metre blocks of old houses with big 
backyards. Some trees were removed, not in one spot, but on entire streets. Our policy is not that. It is actually housing 
choice—to retain the typical suburban street, and then create pockets of higher density associated with businesses 
to support small businesses. When we have wholesale subdivision, everyone has to get into their car and people 
will not be supporting their small businesses. By having density around small businesses, we are supporting those 
businesses and making sure that it is a much cleaner and environmentally friendly way to go, plus it is housing choice. 
It is a fact that not everybody wants a three-by-two; not everybody wants a four-by-two. We have people wanting 
to downsize in their community. This means that in many instances we want smaller apartment–style living. 
Mr P. Papalia: It is European style, but you wouldn’t know about that because you’re not well travelled! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am not well travelled, so I would not know about the European style of living! 
Mr P. Papalia: What would you know about Italy? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I would not know anything about Italy! 
People out there support the diversification of our housing stock. It is very, very important that people support 
different styles of living. 
Subiaco is another classic. We changed the draft planning scheme put to me, and we changed 70 per cent of the 
blocks that were being subdivided as part of the draft scheme, to remove them from being subdivided. Yes, we are 
looking at a high-density precinct, but that means the rest of the suburbs are not affected. The other thing I want 
to say is about local planning schemes. Councils are required to revise and review their planning schemes, whether 
reviews have to be undertaken after five years or after 10 years. In many instances, councils do not do that. There 
is a legislative requirement to update those schemes. So when people say, “That’s not in the scheme”, has that scheme 
been updated as required? In many instances, it has not. Some of the ideas and the philosophy that we have cannot 
be implemented because councils are not updating the schemes. The City of Nedlands, under its leadership, was 
celebrating and boasting that it did not update its scheme. It basically did not want any change. That council did 
not think that the state was going to use its powers, but we did, because, ultimately, the state and the community 
of Western Australia cannot be held to ransom by councils that want to prove a political, cute point. We cannot be 
held to ransom; we are the state of Western Australia and we have an obligation to continually work through and 
develop housing choice across the state. Councils have an obligation to update their schemes, and when they do not, 
the state also has an obligation to be involved. 
I know the member for Kingsley wants to make a contribution, but I want to find some comments given to me 
from a young girl who wrote about what housing choice means for the future. Our planning and our developments 
are not so much for those of today, but for generations of tomorrow. We need to make sure that we continually create 
housing choice for the older and younger population. I do not have that letter, and I am very upset that I do not have 
that letter because it very much outlines exactly what we are on about. It is about ensuring that there is housing 
choice and opportunities for younger people in the future. Without a concerted effort to do so, we will have continuous 
urban sprawl forever. 
Regarding the Marine Parade development that the member for Cottesloe spoke at length about, if we look at the 
scheme and the height allowances along Marine Parade, the difference between what the scheme allowed and what 
was ultimately approved was 20 centimetres compared with the back. That is what he is sitting here alleging with 
the most awful behaviour. I mean, the member is arguing about 20 centimetres. Like I said, I find some of the 
member’s comments completely disgusting. He stands up and alleges all these types of behaviour, and we are trying 
to get vibrant, active precincts. We want to make sure that there is housing choice and that means, in some instances, 
there will be height in some pockets. The idea that no-one else is allowed to live along the coastline apart from 
those who already live there is pretty much refuted by most people. What the member is saying is that there should 
not be any height or an increased number of people living on the coastline along our beaches—that only those who 
already have that should keep it and no-one else should be able to move in. People who rent and people who 
live in apartments are demonised, and I again refute that. As I said, I found the member’s contribution, once again, 
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disgusting, and his allegations deplorable and with no basis. I never stand up and make allegations about that type 
of behaviour without any substantiation. He just says it, because he does not care. As I said, that is how he plays 
the game. He might be kept as leader by Hon Nick Goiran and Hon Peter Collier for a little more; meanwhile, the 
person next to him is running rings around him — 
Ms S.E. Winton: But hasn’t quite got the guts — 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: — but does not have the guts to take the leadership. We know the media supports her, but not the 
member. We will see how it goes, but, again, today’s demonstration shows why the Liberal Party has learnt nothing 
and continues to undermine sensible development in WA. 
MRS J.M.C. STOJKOVSKI (Kingsley — Parliamentary Secretary) [4.58 pm]: The member for Cottesloe 
made a number of “what a joke” mumbles when the minister was speaking, which, firstly, is highly disrespectful, 
but, secondly, I can honestly tell the member for Cottesloe that the only joke in this chamber is him because of the 
way that he behaves, his woeful lack of understanding of the planning system and his big-noting — 
Dr D.J. Honey interjected. 
Mrs J.M.C. STOJKOVSKI: No, no; you be quiet! You said you were not going to interrupt. 
Dr D.J. Honey interjected. 
Mrs J.M.C. STOJKOVSKI: Acting Speaker, I am not taking any interjections from the member for Cottesloe 
because he gave me his word. 

Point of Order 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I do not think it is appropriate for the member for Kingsley to tell the member for Cottesloe to 
be quiet. It is not appropriate. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms R.S. Stephens): There is no point of order, but, member for Kingsley, if you could 
just get back to the point of the motion. 

Debate Resumed 
Mrs J.M.C. STOJKOVSKI: Sure. The point is, Acting Speaker, that the member for Cottesloe has a woeful lack 
of understanding around the planning system. 
The substance of this motion is that it rushes through development approvals. Let us look at that for a minute. 
The average length of time for a state development assessment unit proposal is 160 days. If the member had any 
clue about the planning system or did any type of preparation for this motion, he might have thought to go back 
and look at the time frame for the joint development assessment panels, which, unsurprisingly to most members 
in this place who have anything to do with or have any understanding of the planning system, is 90 days. The whole 
substance of that — 
Dr D.J. Honey interjected. 
Mrs J.M.C. STOJKOVSKI: I am sorry; I am not taking interjections from you. 
Dr D.J. Honey interjected. 
Mrs J.M.C. STOJKOVSKI: Again, I am not taking interjections from you. 
Dr D.J. Honey: You yelled out constantly throughout my presentation! 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cottesloe! 
Mrs J.M.C. STOJKOVSKI: I yelled out constantly because the member asked for an interjection and then refused 
to take it! 
The 160 days is substantially more through the SDAU application process than it is through the 90-day JDAP process. 
I just want to make clear that the reason for density is to provide housing diversity. 
The Minister for Planning was looking for a quote earlier. She has just managed to find it and pass it to me. It is 
a quote from a 14-year-old girl. Perhaps, instead of sniggering, the member for Cottesloe should listen. It states — 

A priority shift including better designed communities, celebrating smaller homes and sustainable living, 
will all help us solve the housing crisis. You will be able to afford a home if we just change our minds 
about what a home is and how we go about making the communities they exist in. 

That is perfect. This is our future. This is what our next generation is looking for, but that is what the member for 
Cottesloe is preventing. I can tell the member as a matter of fact that there are people living in his communities 
now who want housing diversity. For three months I held forums across the entire state on planning phase 2 
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proposals. A lot of what came back to me was that there is not enough housing choice. People have been forced 
to live in four-by-two properties that they cannot look after. I held a specific one in Joondalup.  
Although a number of people were against density, right at the end of the forum one lady put her hand up and 
said, “I live in Greenwood. I love Greenwood. My hairdresser is in Greenwood. My chemist is in Greenwood. But 
I currently live on a block that is 800 square metres and I can’t look after it anymore. But to downsize, I have to 
move out of Greenwood.” This poor woman has to leave the suburb where she lives, that she grew up in, where she 
has her contacts and networks—her village—because there is no housing choice there. This is the type of thing that 
the member for Cottesloe is trying to prevent. His lack of understanding of how the SDAU works is very evident 
in this motion. 
The member spoke about taking into account people’s comments during consultation. As the minister showed, some 
of those comments were just disgusting in the way that they look at the “others”; they do not want “those people” 
living there. It was actually a constituent from my electorate who said that density was fine in Girrawheen and 
Koondoola, former member for Girrawheen and member for Mirrabooka, but it was not appropriate for Woodvale. 
That type of thinking is just not the Western Australian way. The member for Cottesloe is a divisive member of 
Parliament who thinks that it is okay to stir up this hatred and unrest in the Parliament and in the community. 
These types of motions do nothing to present cohesive, collaborative and holistic communities. The member for 
Cottesloe should be ashamed of himself. I also think that the way the member behaved to the minister and me over 
the last hour was disgusting. Perhaps he thinks that we should just go and make sandwiches! 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Ms C.M. Rowe. 
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