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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2020 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [12.15 pm]: I move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the Planning and Development 
Amendment Bill 2020 to be introduced without notice and to proceed without delay between the stages. 

Obviously, the government has determined that the Planning and Development Amendment Bill 2020 is very 
important and we wish to bring it before the house today. The bill obviously has important considerations for the 
planning and development industry throughout Western Australia. Although I am not the minister responsible, 
I know that the bill is very important; it is certainly focused on COVID-19 recovery and ensures that businesses 
in Western Australia are supported as we move into the recovery phase. It is intended that the merits of the bill 
will be debated from 8.00 pm this evening. The Minister for Planning will present the bill and give her second 
reading speech early this afternoon, as per the business program. The second reading will then be adjourned. The 
bill will then be brought on after private members’ business, which will conclude at 8.00 pm this evening. The 
motion that I gave notice of late yesterday, in suspending standing orders, achieves the same outcome in process 
as effectively declaring the bill urgent. The government intends that this bill will be introduced by the minister 
shortly, second read and then be adjourned until a later stage of today’s sittings to be debated at 8.00 pm. I remind 
members that it is expected that we will sit into the evening tonight and, depending upon the debate, again tomorrow. 
That is the intention of the government for this suspension of standing orders. 

MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [12.17 pm]: With regard to the motion moved by the government today, I am 
not even sure why Parliament bothers sitting anymore. I do not know why we have a motion before us to suspend 
standing orders that seeks to bring the Planning and Development Amendment Bill 2020 through the house. Members 
would appreciate that the opposition was provided with the legislation at 10.50 pm last night. The explanatory 
memorandum was provided during the briefing. I appreciate that the agency briefed us at five o’clock yesterday. 
As we were told at the briefing, this legislation is the most significant change to Western Australian planning laws 
since World War II. It is a significant bill. 

The media release outlines that there has been wide consultation. The Premier and the Minister for Planning were 
at a media event today suggesting that there has been wide consultation with industry, yet the Legislative Assembly 
has yet to be apprised of it. We are yet to see the bill. The opposition spokesperson for this bill, Hon Tjorn Sibma 
in the other place, received notice of this legislation only yesterday evening. It is extraordinary that we have been 
asked to form a position on a bill that we have not yet seen. Indeed, we are yet to come to a Liberal Party position 
on the legislation, and we are not able to do so until this evening. It is extraordinary. Personally, I think it is quite 
disgraceful that the government treats this Parliament with such contempt that it is introducing this very significant 
bill and we have not been given an opportunity to go through it, as intended. It appears that we will keep moving 
standing order suspension after standing order suspension so that the government can continue to ram through its 
legislative agenda under the guise of COVID or by whatever other means. The Parliament has faced this situation 
many times before; 53 bills have yet to pass Parliament. A number of bills are still yet to be introduced even though 
they have been flagged by the government. We are yet to see any cogent handling of legislation in this place or any 
respect shown to the Parliament. I suppose that is the government’s attitude now. It does not care and Parliament 
no longer matters. I do not know why we bother sitting. This is a significant bill. We heard in the briefing with the 
Minister for Planning and her agency that this is a most significant reform that the government is seeking to 
undertake. The process, I think, has been very unbecoming and very disappointing. At the very least, the opposition 
in the Legislative Assembly is not being afforded any sense of courtesy or diligence by having an opportunity to 
go through the legislation, as we would usually expect in the normal time frame. I appreciate that the minister has 
suggested that this is COVID-19 legislation and the Leader of the House also said that in his contribution. 
However, the PDF of the bill is 103 pages. It has been brought into this place today and the government expects it 
to be dealt with tonight. What is the point? Why are we here? Does the Parliament even matter anymore to this 
government? Effectively, the Premier calls the opposition terrorists for the position that it holds on bills. A state 
of emergency is in place and Parliament has been cast aside as the government seeks to ram through legislation at 
will however it wants and without due regard to the process that has guided the state for some time. I find that 
remarkable and disappointing. 
The opposition will not support the motion to suspend standing orders. I expect to hear from the minister about 
why this legislation is so important and needs to be dealt with so quickly. That is not to say that we have not 
addressed the bill itself; we do not have a party position on it yet. The Leader of the Opposition has made it clear 
publicly that we are not in a position to form a view until six this evening when our party has the opportunity to meet. 
We will be expected to deal with it at eight o’clock while continuing to serve the people of Western Australia as their 
elected representatives. We have been given very little time by this government. It is a disgrace and the process is 
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a sham. I do not know why we bother sitting anymore. We might as well wrap it up and go home. That is the 
contempt that the government has for this place, and it is disgraceful. We will not support the motion. 
MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Planning) [12.22 pm]: I will outline some facts about the 
Planning and Development Amendment Bill 2020 and, in particular, I will outline some of the claims that were made 
to some of my advisers in the briefing held between 11 o’clock and 12 noon because, personally, I am offended 
and I think my staff members were offended. Let us go through the facts. We are in the midst of an unprecedented 
crisis, as it has been described. No-one could have foreseen the pandemic and it has had a significant impact on 
our economy. We all agree with and appreciate that. Yesterday, we were lectured by the opposition. The shadow 
transport minister said that we have pre-pandemic thinking and that we need to start thinking about the economic 
recovery in a post-pandemic way. The shadow Treasurer, in his opinion piece in the paper today, said that we have 
to get on with it and cut the green and red tape. We put forward an action plan for reform over many years. We 
announced it last year. 

Point of Order 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Can I seek some clarification? Is the minister meant to be updating us on the urgency for 
the suspension? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am. It is an economic crisis; that is a pretty good reason. 
The SPEAKER: It is a motion. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Point of order, Mr Speaker. The member is on his feet, addressing the Speaker, and the 
minister interjected.  
The SPEAKER: Sit down. I have already ruled on this. It is a motion that is being discussed and the minister is 
giving an opinion. Your point of order is not a point of order. 

Debate Resumed 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There is an economic crisis. We are getting calls from everywhere about how we are going to 
encourage investment. We set out a plan of direct government investment in infrastructure and facilitating private 
investment, and this legislation is a key part of it. Why is it urgent? It is urgent because we are in the middle of an 
economic crisis. That is why we have brought it in. We could have used the COVID-19 temporary order, because 
it is COVID-19 related. We are here today to talk about this bill because of COVID-19. If it were not for COVID-19, 
we would not be here today talking about it and my staff and Parliamentary Counsel would not have spent the last 
number of weeks working 24/7 getting this ready. They have worked hard to try to help the state deal with the 
economic crisis. It is as simple as that. 
The opposition cannot say on the one hand that we need to get on with the economic plan, while on the other hand 
stop us from implementing a key part of that plan. I understand that the legislation has a number of elements to it, 
and that is why we sought to brief the opposition as soon as we could. Does the opposition really want me to go 
through the efforts that we undertook to get hold of the shadow Minister for Planning? We have the records—the 
call register and emails—of us trying to get a hold of him to brief him, which was not until just before 2.00 pm 
yesterday. The manager of opposition business understands that because I went up to him and said that we could 
not get hold of the shadow Minister for Planning for a briefing. I said that we needed a briefing as soon as possible. 
I thank the manager of opposition business, who was then able to facilitate a briefing, at which we gave people the 
explanatory memorandum at the briefing and, soon after, the bill. I remember asking the leader of opposition business, 
“Do you want a copy as well or should I just send it to the shadow planning minister?” The manager of opposition 
business said to just send it to the shadow planning minister, and we did. 
Later that night, the manager of opposition business said that he wanted a copy too and we give it to him. That is 
what happened and that is what we did. We gave a briefing last night and created an open-door session today to 
allow members to go in and go through it again. In addition, the way we have staged this is that we will bring on the 
second reading speech now and have the second reading debate later. We have all agreed to go into it tomorrow; we 
are not trying to get it all through today. We all understand that. I know that it is complex. COVID-19 has challenged 
all of us as ministers, legislators, advisers and bureaucrats. It has put enormous challenges on all of us. We could 
have done nothing and not tried to embrace that challenge. I could have sat in my office and not brought in this 
legislation. My advisers could have had a much better last three or four weeks. They could have seen their families 
and probably would not have had to work every weekend. We are doing this because of the economic emergency. 
Claims were made in the briefing about who was sent the legislation and who was not. I will tell members who 
was sent the legislation last night. The manager of opposition business, the shadow planning minister and the 
Western Australian Local Government Association are the three bodies that received the legislation last night. 
Mr D.T. Redman: Not the National Party. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I know, and we will follow that up today. 
We tried to do the right thing and to provide briefings. The shadow Minister for Planning did not return calls. We had 
to go through his office but we still did not get a response. That is not my responsibility, I am sorry, but we made 
the attempts. Like I said, I would like to live in a perfect world. We all would. We all wish this crisis had not hit 
us. We all wish the economy was emerging as it was planned to do, but that is not the case. We could have taken 
the easy path and I could have taken the easy path of not doing anything. I know that doing stuff takes a lot of hard 
work and sometimes it is challenging. But this bill tries to address many of the challenges the state is facing. I am 
happy to engage on all levels as we go through the bill. We can discuss it and see what we can work out together. 
I really believe that this is a tool that we need because we cannot have projects sitting around for years. We must 
make sure that we address some of the issues in our planning system. As I said, 90 per cent of this has been consulted 
on for years. If members do not support it, that is fine. 
Mr D.C. Nalder: You’re playing wedge politics. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No, I am not playing wedge politics, it is called — 
Several members interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Honestly! This opposition does not understand what hard work is. 
Mr D.C. Nalder: Due process. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Due process? Some of the claims made again by the member for Cottesloe, who just cannot 
help himself, against my staff and a seasoned director general are disgraceful. They are shocked. 
Dr D.J. Honey: What were the claims? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: You stand up and say it. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Cottesloe! 
Dr D.J. Honey: You’re casting aspersions. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: You stand up and say it. 
I want to take this issue seriously. I want to work with members because I want to get these reforms through. Yes, 
we all would have liked more time, but this is a COVID-19 crisis; this is an economic crisis. We all would have 
liked more time to do everything. 
Mr D.C. Nalder: You’ve taken weeks and aren’t giving any time for parliamentary scrutiny. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: They were drafting it. It takes weeks to draft legislation. Actually, it takes a lot longer. 
Several members interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The shadow Treasurer was quoted in the paper today as saying that we need to get on with it 
and cut red and green tape—but not now. This bill has to go through the upper house as well. How long do members 
want this bill to be in the chambers for? There is an economic crisis now, member. 
Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am not taking interjections. 
There is an economic crisis now. As I said to the manager of opposition business, I am willing to work with the 
Liberal Party to get this bill through. I am willing to sit down and go through things. Please do not play politics with 
this on every level, because it is not worth it. We need to drive an economic recovery through government investment 
facilitating private sector investment. This process will see decision-making rest with the Western Australian 
Planning Commission, the pre-eminent planning body in the state. Members, it is like I said: we all would have 
liked weeks, months or years to consider this, but we do not have that time. Please take this seriously. I am happy to 
engage with members opposite and work through the bill to try to get these great reforms up for Western Australia. 
MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Premier) [12.32 pm]: I will speak briefly. Just now the minister outlined 
very well why we are seeking to suspend standing orders to bring on the Planning and Development Amendment 
Bill 2020. As members know—it was in our press release—the bill is far reaching and will be long term. These 
sorts of reforms, to promote investment and get jobs, activity, economic activity, construction, quality design and 
important building projects underway across Western Australia, have been talked about for many years. One of 
the great frustrations of my political career, and many people’s political careers, is how hard it is to get through 
red tape and how hard it is for people who just want to get on and do quality projects to get through government 
processes. It has been a huge frustration for many people. This bill will assist developers, householders and small 
businesses to get through it. It deals with all three groups. A good aspect is that it will allow for significant job 
creation in Western Australia. One issue that has been raised regularly at the national cabinet level, in particular by 
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Dr Steven Kennedy, the federal Treasury secretary, and Dr Philip Lowe, the Governor of the Reserve Bank, is that 
we need to put in place reforms that promote investment and activity. One thing they talk about is fiscal policy, which 
is essentially the government spend on capital works and the like to bring forward capital works. The government 
is moving heaven and earth to do that as quickly as possible, but it is also looking at the measures it can put in place 
to enable private investment to be brought forward. That is thoroughly endorsed by everyone at the national cabinet 
level, Liberal and Labor alike. We all agree. We have expedited the drafting of this legislation over the course of the 
last few weeks. Ordinarily, it would take a long time to draft something like this. During the COVID-19 crisis, over 
the last three months, a lot of drafting processes have been expedited and the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office has 
been marvellous. It has worked hard and around the clock; it has accepted that these are extraordinary circumstances. 
Emergency legislation and all sorts of other legislation that would ordinarily take months and months, if not years, 
to draft have been drafted in a matter of weeks and months. It has been a great effort across government to get us 
to that position. 
This legislation is a major reform. It went through cabinet on Monday and was approved by the government on 
Monday. We want to get it through Parliament. Members understand about parliamentary timetables. If we do not 
urgently bring on this bill, by the time it gets through this house and to the upper house, and through whatever 
processes that house puts in place around it, this bill could not be dealt with by the upper house before the end of this 
year. We have a crisis now. There is 10 per cent-plus unemployment in Western Australia. Without JobKeeper, it 
could be significantly higher than that. This is a crisis, which is why we need to deal with things quickly. These are 
extraordinary circumstances. Ordinarily, there would be time for all sorts of government processes and considerations 
and that sort of thing, but this is a crisis. We have a crisis in unemployment that we need to deal with urgently. 
Government spending cannot solve everything. The Western Australian government spend is about seven per cent 
of our state’s economy. If the government ups its spend by one or two per cent, it will not solve the problem. 
Private sector investment is needed so that important projects, which may well have been held up—there are many 
of those—can get underway. This legislation will allow that to happen—that is what it is about. Members can be 
critics, but please accept that we are trying to do the right thing by investors, builders, construction companies and 
young people who do not have jobs and who need jobs in Western Australia. We are trying to do the right thing 
by them with this legislation so that we can urgently get some activity into the state’s economy. That is what this 
bill will allow for. Ordinarily, it would not have happened this quickly—the bill would not have been drafted or gone 
through cabinet and caucus this quickly—but we are in an economic crisis, the likes of which we have not seen 
since 1929. One thing that can assist us to deal with that crisis is this bill, which will allow for investment, activity 
and jobs. That is the choice members have. Parliamentary niceties and things that might have been — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I just say to the opposition that this is an urgent, job-creating bill. Members are either in 
favour of that or they are not. That is the choice they have to make. 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange: Disgraceful. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms S.E. Winton): Thank you, member for Churchlands, I call you to order for the 
first time. 
MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Nationals WA) [12.38 pm]: The Nationals WA will not be 
supporting the suspension of standing orders, not because we do not support the need for urgent consideration of 
this bill, but because the time lines outlined today are unsustainable. We still have not seen the bill, yet we are 
being asked to debate what is quite an extensive bill. In fact, it is an overhaul that has been spoken about since 2013. 
I was told last night that provisions have been discussed in the community and kicked around for a long time, but 
we have not seen them. We have no idea what is being put forward, except what was outlined in a PowerPoint 
slide presentation and the explanatory memorandum, which, to be frank, my team has not yet had time to consider. 
There is no way we can come forward with a view on this bill. Our record in dealing with the COVID situation and 
supporting the government in its moves has been very good, I believe. We have supported most of the legislation 
the government has put forward to be considered under the COVID-19 temporary order. I know this is not the 
temporary order we are talking about, but our usual support for the need to deal with matters urgently is an illustration 
of the fact that it has been given on most occasions. Most of those matters have been flagged the week before. 
Before a matter went to cabinet the government would give us some indication of what we would be dealing with 
and tried to give us an understanding of the dimensions of the legislative program for the following week. On this 
occasion, as the Nationals planning spokesperson, I got a text yesterday in the middle of our party meeting, which 
I chair, so it is pretty hard for me to take text messages at such times, but I communicated with the minister. A briefing 
was arranged for the dinner break last night when, after a few delays, we got a briefing. I want to put on record the 
National Party’s appreciation for the work of the minister’s staff and of the department. I have no issue with their 
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dedication and their professionalism. I am certainly not making any comment about their hard work or the candour 
with which they discussed the Planning and Development Amendment Bill, although I have not yet seen the bill. 
As the spokesperson for planning for the Nationals, it is very hard for me to hold a considered discussion on this 
bill today because tonight, after private members’ business, the house will be sitting. It is not that the government 
wants to debate this urgently, it is the unrealistic nature of the time line in which it wants to consider it. The 
government has to give us time to read the bill and time for parties to have a discussion about it. 

It is one thing for us to discuss it in this place but as the government knows, there are two houses in this Parliament. 
We, as a party, generally discuss and try to arrive at party-wide determinations on legislation so that we can have 
some level of consistency between what happens in this chamber and what happens in the other chamber. Even if 
sometimes what has been outlined in this place does not exactly happen in the other place, it is usually because 
other factors have interfered along the way. As a party, we try to consider everything together but there is no way 
we can come to a considered view about this legislation. If the government had suggested that it would give us 
time to have that discussion so we could maybe discuss this tomorrow, that might have been something different. 
That would have been a realistic time line that we could have met. However, we do not have the opportunity to do 
that. We cannot discuss it tonight because the bill will be in the house. One of us will have to speak on it at some 
point. I do not know how long it will be in the house for. I suspect quite a few members on both sides will want to 
make a contribution. I guess, to push it through, the government might want to narrow down the number of members 
who want to make a contribution. However, it will be an important matter to a lot of members because a lot of 
members are sensitive to planning issues and to the economic issues the Minister for Planning has outlined. However, 
where is the opportunity for us to have consultation with key groups in the community? There is none. We do not 
know what we are talking about. I will say upfront that I have spoken to some interest groups, one of whom the 
Leader of the House might know well, who are not very happy with some of the provisions in this bill and we have 
to discuss some of their concerns. 

What was outlined to me last night is not some sort of 18-month bandaid of a COVID bill around the type of thing 
we have been discussing but legislation that will put in place some of the infrastructure and framework for long-lived 
planning reform. There will be some element of, if you like, a COVID or urgent response in the provisions around 
the Planning Commission sitting as the approving authority on development approvals. That will occur instead of 
going through local government, normally a report will be written by the local government reflecting some input 
from the local community through a consultation process and then being put through a development assessment 
panel, here we will see a referral system from the government straight to the department, which will then write 
a report, which will be provided to the Planning Commission, which, as I understand it, will have extraordinary 
powers to override schemes and other planning policies and procedures that are not open to any other organisation. 
That is an extraordinary power to give to a department and it deserves the full consideration of the house. Given 
the economic environment, it deserves to be urgent but also to be detailed. I do not know that I can give it a detailed 
examination when I have to make a considered response to it tonight and I have not even seen it. I think that is 
bordering on the ridiculous. 

As I said, some of the architecture will remain. We have been told another tranche of legislation will come through 
to, if you like, complement some of these measures and that means, in effect, a lot of the provisions will not be in 
place for 18 months for the COVID response; they will be there for as long as it takes to have the next review of 
the act, which will be, goodness knows, in 20 years—a long time off. It is a very, very important bill because these 
matters will not affect just this period of economic uncertainty when we need this recovery process. It will affect 
the way communities interact with the planning processes for the next generation, basically. Given we know that 
one of the most important issues to communities is a properly planned environment, every member will have 
experience of what happens when planning goes wrong in their community and there is a dispute between local 
government, a developer and the community about planning matters. These are very fraught considerations at times 
and they need to be fully considered and the government is not giving us that opportunity so we will not support this. 
As I said, perhaps we might have supported it if a more realistic time line had been outlined. However, I cannot 
meet these time lines to bring to this house a proper, considered response from the Nationals about the bill, which 
we have not yet seen, so the Nationals will not support the motion. 

MRS L.M. HARVEY (Scarborough — Leader of the Opposition) [12.47 pm]: To say that as an opposition we 
are somewhat furious at this government’s motives in trying to ram through this legislation is an understatement. The 
Premier and other ministers come in here every day and tell us how irrelevant we are. They have complete contempt 
for this Parliament and the parliamentary process. There is absolutely no need to be ramming this bill through as an 
urgent bill. Next week was to be estimates week, but the house will sit next week. If this bill had been read in today 
and debated next week, that would give the opposition valuable time to consult with the Western Australian Local 
Government Association and community groups because every single member in this place knows that planning is 
a sensitive issue in their electorate. Give us a week to consult with the people who will be impacted and who want to 
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have some input into this legislation—one week. We could debate it next week. The Legislative Council will convene 
on 2 June. If the government treats members in this place and the other place with respect, they will deal expeditiously 
with legislation. If the government thumbs its nose at the parliamentary process and treats us with contempt, things 
will happen such as referral to committees because the members in the upper house, quite rightly, take great 
umbrage at being treated as though they are not democratically elected members of this place representing their 
constituency. For the minister to stand in here and accuse my members of being unavailable is outrageous. 

Hon Tjorn Sibma, in the other place, was called on Sunday afternoon. He is a father of two children, a 10-month-old 
and a three-and-a-half-year-old. He got a phone call not from the minister, who has his phone number. The minister 
did not do the decent thing of personally calling the member of Parliament on a Sunday, but rather got one of the 
poor, overworked government officers to call him and have them suffer the embarrassment of having to negotiate 
a briefing on a bill that has not been passed by cabinet, and of which the member could not even be given a draft 
copy. The bureaucrats were embarrassed. The staffer called and left a message that said, “I want to talk to you 
about a bill that I don’t know the name of.” For goodness sake, what do you expect? He made himself available 
on the Monday, and the minister still did not have a bill for him. For the minister to come in here and say that the 
honourable member was unavailable is contemptible and untrue. The minister owes Hon Tjorn Sibma an apology 
for utterly misrepresenting his availability. He answered that phone call on Sunday afternoon and said, “What is 
the point of having a briefing if I can’t even see a draft copy of the legislation?” 

Our partners in opposition, the Nationals WA, were not even afforded a phone call. That is a contemptible way to 
treat people who have been elected into this place. I will not be lectured by the minister saying that we are in 
a COVID-19 emergency. Yes, we are, and we as opposition have been absolutely cooperative. We have passed laws 
through this place in one-day sittings—laws that prohibit people from leaving their homes during a lockdown and 
apply penalties to people who do. We agreed to that, on the say-so of the Premier. He said he had advice that it was 
needed, but would not provide us with that advice. We have passed residential tenancy and commercial tenancy 
legislation to protect tenants, because we knew it was needed. We knew it was urgent. We passed bills expeditiously 
through both houses of Parliament to get that legislation in place. Legislation is sitting on the notice paper at the 
moment that will allow commercial tenants to basically throw contract law out the door and walk away with no 
responsibility. There will be no ability for a landlord to exercise their right and bank guarantee. That legislation is 
sitting on the notice paper. Thank goodness the government did not try to declare that urgent, because it would 
have had the same pushback, but it would have used its numbers to barge it through. That is the problem that we 
have with the abuse of process, and that is why we are furious. I was angry at this being pushed through Parliament 
under the guise of COVID-19, but I became actually quite furious when I found out that members of the Nationals 
were not even given a phone call to ask if they were available for a briefing on one of the most significant planning 
reforms this state will ever see. This petulant Premier comes in here, stands up and says, “Do the right thing.” 
I wrote down what he said. He said that the government is doing the right thing by developers. He is sorry if we set 
aside parliamentary niceties. Parliamentary niceties—that is what we are! That is what all of us are. Members of 
the government are also parliamentary niceties. Wonderful—I thought that we were part of a democracy. 

The Premier said that he is doing the right thing by developers. He said that we should show some respect and do 
the right thing. Respect is a two-way street. If the Premier wants us to show some respect for this process, he should 
show some respect for us. Each one of my constituents has elected me to represent their interests. This legislation 
will effectively allow a development like the twin towers at Scarborough to be approved by the Western Australian 
Planning Commission. A lot of my constituency were aghast at that development, but that is what the minister is 
asking us to pass here. We are talking about developments of $30 million or more. If the government wants us to 
declare this bill urgent, why did the minister not stand here and say, “We have a backlog of 50 developments over 
$30 million that we want to get approved urgently so that they can come online”? How many of those developments 
that have to be passed need to be approved within the next three weeks? If this legislation had been left to the normal 
process, we could have debated it next week, it could have gone to the Legislative Council, and we could have this 
through by 30 June. How urgent is it for people to be able to put up a pergola or a patio without approval between 
now and 30 June? The minister has not articulated that. The minister has not articulated why we have to completely 
trash parliamentary process and agree to a bill that we have not seen and have not had time to consult on or meet as 
a party room to consider. I hope the Premier is not running government this way. “Sign this contract! We will send 
you the details later.” That is what he is asking us to do. He is asking us to go in without even seeing the contract, without 
even seeing the bill, and just agree to it, because we are in an emergency. Government knows best, centralised power 
is best; that is what it is bringing in. This might be significant red-tape reform, and we are all for that, but it does not 
mean the Premier has to subvert the due consideration and processes of this Parliament in order to get it through. 

In closing, I want to say that the opposition is absolutely furious at the contempt that the government has shown 
for this Parliament and every individual member, and, by virtue of the fact that our constituencies elect us, for the 
community of Western Australia. Every single one of the people we represent in our electorates expects us to stand 
up and do our job, consider legislation, consult appropriately and make sure we understand it before we pass it 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 20 May 2020] 

 p2937b-2948a 
Mr David Templeman; Mr Zak Kirkup; Ms Rita Saffioti; Mr Sean L'Estrange; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Shane 

Love; Mrs Liza Harvey; Dr David Honey; Dr Mike Nahan; Mr Tony Krsticevic 

 [7] 

through this place. We are not here to rubber stamp legislation from a government that has become arrogant in the 
extreme. Just because the government wants something and has the numbers in this place does not mean we have to 
lie down, have our tummies tickled and agree to it. The government is a disgrace, and the minister should apologise 
to Hon Tjorn Sibma for misrepresenting his availability to consult on a bill with no name, a copy of which he 
could not be given. 
DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe) [12.56 pm]: First, I congratulate the Leader of the Opposition for an outstandingly 
well-presented argument. This is a disgrace, this process is a disgrace, and we have been treated with absolute contempt. 
At the outset, I will deal with the minister’s utterly false assertion that I made any assertions or claims against the 
director general of Planning. I ask the minister to come into this place and table those assertions. Those sorts of 
allegations from the minister can harm my reputation, but, in this case, it is good fortune that there were other people 
as witnesses in that room. We will see the truth of whether that was the case. There were no allegations made or 
aspersions cast against the director general of Planning, but I can say that we expressed deep concern about the 
minister and the process that has been brought forward in dealing with this bill. 
When I stood for Parliament and campaigned, I doorknocked extensively, because I took my campaign extremely 
seriously. One issue that came through loud and clear from the constituency in my electorate was that those 
constituents were extremely concerned about the way planning issues were dealt with and the way planning decisions 
impacted on them personally and on their communities. The minister would know that there is substantial concern 
in my electorate and electorates on the coast and the river about the style or types of developments that are occurring 
and approvals that are being granted. We know, as the Leader of the Opposition outlined, for example, in 
Scarborough, there was considerable contention against a development that I think had an 18-storey height limit 
that ended up as a 34-storey development. I know that there are many members on the minister’s side of the house 
who have deep concerns about planning issues in their area. I know that the member for Mount Lawley has come 
into this place and expressed concerns. I know that the member for Bassendean has concerns in his electorate. 
I know that other electorates on the minister’s side such as Baldivis and Joondalup have expressed concerns. The 
electorate of Wanneroo has expressed concerns about development decisions in its area. 
Planning is an extremely important matter, and planning decisions impact on nearly everyone in this community. 
Imagine a process where we are going through what has been hallmarked as the most substantial change in planning 
laws for 90 years, and I get to see the bill an hour and a half before we come to discuss it. I have no possible chance 
of reading that bill. I will be in this chamber for three hours this afternoon going through the environmental protection 
amendment bills and dealing with those thoroughly. I will have no chance to read this Planning and Development 
Amendment Bill, so I will be trying to skim a 90-page bill that relates to this most serious matter that affects 
my electorate.  
Government members and the Premier have come into the chamber and told us that somehow the speedy passage 
of this bill will make a difference to our domestic economy. That is clearly an absolute falsehood. Let us look at 
our local economy and the projects that will go ahead. The minister should know this: how many vacant new 
residences are there in Western Australia? There are thousands. In fact, there are tens of thousands. Essentially, 
other than projects that had commenced, developers are putting approved developments on hold. No great backlog 
of developments is coming through. Why? It is because they have no customers. Even the twin towers development 
in Scarborough is on hold. In fact, that development has not gone ahead. There is no demand of any significance 
for new residences. 
I will talk about commercial properties. When members walk down the centre of their communities, and when 
I walk down the centre of Claremont, they see and I see that more than half the shops are closed. If we go to shopping 
centres, we see that numerous businesses are closed. There is no screaming demand for new shopping developments; 
it is quite the opposite. Agents will have an enormous job to occupy the thousands and thousands of premises that 
are now vacant. No building of commercial properties will be required because those premises are available. 
I will talk about function centres. We have literally thousands of function centres and venues across this city and this 
state that are completely empty. It will take months, and even years, before many of those centres get going again. 
The contention that somehow there is an enormous backlog of commercial and residential properties, function 
centres and other businesses that have stopped trading and are just waiting to get going is utterly untrue. The truth 
is—the minister knows the truth—thereis no backlog of developments. If the government really wants to get those 
developments going, it should tell us what they are. As the Leader of the Opposition said, “Tell us what they are.” 
The simple truth is that when I asked that question in the briefing, no-one could give me a single example of 
anything that is being held up at this stage, and that is because we do not have a requirement for the substantial 
building of dwellings. We recognise that the government can go and build roads and bridges, and that may improve 
the economy and provide some jobs. We recognise that, we accept that and we think that makes good sense, but 
to say that somehow rushing this bill through Parliament in this way, on an issue that for many people, including 
people in my electorate, is the most significant issue that they face, is utterly disingenuous. 
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The opposition has partly discussed this issue, but we have not had the chance to have a party meeting on it because 
of the timing, although some Liberal Party members will meet this evening for a short time. However, when we have 
talked about this issue—we have said that large parts of this bill have been around for a long time, and some of them 
go back to our government—there may be things that we want to progress, but there are also new parts to this bill. 

I had the opportunity to call the president of the Western Australian Local Government Association. The 
government said that it had consulted on this bill. I directly asked the president of WALGA, “Have you been 
consulted on this bill?” Her very clear answer was no. I was told—I will quote almost directly—that there had been 
consultation on parts of the planning process and that on some of the issues that go back a long time there had been 
a high level of consultation, but there had been no consultation on this bill. I rang as many local council presidents 
as I could in the time that I had available and asked them whether they had been consulted on this bill. They said 
no. In both cases I asked, “Do you have concerns about this bill?” They said, “Yes, we have deep concerns about 
this bill.” WALGA has deep concerns about some sections of this bill. It has a deep concern that local governments 
will be completely bypassed. I suspect that more than a few members on the government side of the house would, 
if they were not being bullied into submission, have deep concerns that major planning decisions could be made 
in this area without the ability for their councils to influence them, outside some vague reference to consultation. 
I suspect that they would have deep concerns about that. If this legislation goes forward, I suspect the short-lived 
member for Mount Lawley would have deep concerns about the contention that the Premier, on his own volition, 
could insert his hands into this process and bypass councils. 

As I said, I think anyone who dwells on that would have concerns. It may be that that is benign and WALGA’s 
concerns are misplaced. It may be that the concerns of the mayors whom I have spoken to are misplaced. We could 
ascertain that if we had mature reflection and time to consider this bill. For example, the WALGA council members 
cannot get together until Monday. WALGA cannot give a considered, joint response to this legislation until after 
Monday, yet we are being asked to ram this bill through now. It will be rammed through. Imagine getting a bill at 
11 o’clock in the morning, spending all day in Parliament—in my case, I will be, and other members will be as 
well—and then having to debate this legislation at eight o’clock tonight. Does any member think that is a proper 
process that will give proper, mature consideration to the greatest change in planning laws in 90 years? It is 
absolutely unsustainable. It is unconscionable to do that. These matters need to be appropriately and calmly 
considered. We need time. I need time to talk to my local mayors and councillors and ask them whether they have 
concerns about this legislation. I need time to talk to community groups. A couple of community groups in my 
area have deep concerns about the way planning decisions are being made right now and about planning decisions 
that the minister has made. I need feedback from those people, and I will have no opportunity to get that feedback. 

The problem is that by doing it this way, something that could be quite reasonable and fair is suddenly cast into 
the light of being something that is dubious and sinister. Why is the minister doing this? Why is it so urgent that 
we cannot have even one week to consult, consider this bill in detail and determine which parts we support or 
whether we support the legislation? What is so urgent that we will have to have a midnight run? We are going to 
ram this legislation through Parliament in the middle of the night. What is so urgent that members of Parliament, 
who will be here all day, will have to debate this legislation into the middle of the night? It raises the immediate 
concern that the minister does not want scrutiny of this bill. The minister does not want the community to debate 
this bill and does not want councils and WALGA to understand the parts of this bill that may remove them from 
planning decisions. That raises the concern that this is some sort of shifty deal. I do not know whether it is because 
I and others have not had a chance to look at it, but it raises that concern. 

We heard the Premier talk about parliamentary niceties. What a disgraceful thing to say to members of this place. 
This is the most major planning reform in 90 years and we are told that the government does not have time to set 
aside appropriate time for consultation and review—the government does not have time for parliamentary niceties. 
That is our role. When I was elected and came into this place, the feedback I got from residents and electors in my 
area was that they wanted me to deal with planning issues, to express their concerns in Parliament and to try to 
have influence on any legislation in this area so that it could be improved and the amenity of their area would not 
be destroyed by inappropriate high-rise development and the like. It is a disgrace to call the most major planning 
reform in 90 years receiving proper scrutiny, proper time for analysis and proper debate a parliamentary nicety. 
This in not COVID-19-related emergency legislation. Nothing allowed by this legislation will make any material 
difference to this state’s immediate economic position. 

Some ministers in this place do things properly. Yesterday, the Minister for Finance brought in the Procurement Bill 2020. 
It is excellent legislation that will improve the way in which government can procure goods and services. That bill 
will actually help economic development in the state and save the government money. The government will have 
more money to spend on other important goods and services—those businesses that have been absolutely destroyed 
by COVID-19, that are still closed and may never restart. That money could be used to provide proper medical 
facilities. If the government wants a COVID-19 crisis, there is one. Do members opposite know that medical staff 
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going to hospitals still do not have adequate personal protective equipment? They still do not have it! We are 
months into this crisis and they still do not have — 

Mr D.J. Kelly: What a load of rubbish! 

Dr D.J. HONEY: The Minister for Water can say that it is rubbish, but I spoke to a doctor on the weekend who 
attended a hospital and had to have an argument and a fight to obtain a mask to go into that hospital. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: Which hospital? 

Dr D.J. HONEY: I do not have to go through that with the minister here. I can tell members that there are still 
restrictions on personal protective equipment. That is a COVID-19 crisis. If the government came forward with 
a bill on that, we would agree to it. The government is using the COVID-19 crisis to try to jam this bill through in 
an utterly inappropriate way. There has not been adequate consultation with key stakeholders in the community, 
such as the Western Australian Local Government Association or individual councils. We need feedback from them 
and we need to know whether they think there are issues with this bill before we can possibly support it. I absolutely 
and totally, along with my colleagues, reject any contention that this is an urgent matter. This matter needs proper 
consideration. If the government were genuine in what it is trying to achieve with this bill, it would read it in now 
and give us until next week before we debate it, once we have consulted on it, analysed it and had time to have 
internal discussions. I will finish on that note. 

I am dumbfounded at the Premier calling it parliamentary niceties. The Premier has a high level of support in the 
community for the way that he has dealt with the COVID-19 crisis, but that does not justify him treating this 
Parliament and the processes of this Parliament with contempt. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [1.12 pm]: I would like to say a few words about this motion. I am not going to 
comment much because most things have been said. I want to congratulate the Leader of the Opposition on an 
extremely good contribution and, of course, the member for Cottesloe. First of all, it is quite clear to everybody 
who honestly looks at this bill that it is not an urgent bill. Over the last few months we have gone through the most 
dramatic infringements on personal liberty in the history of Western Australia. We have shut down businesses, locked 
people in their homes, and altered property rights. We have done everything, because we had to. As a nation and 
as a state, we had to address the greatest pandemic in the state and nation’s history, at least since the Spanish Flu 
of 1918–19. By the way, we have done a great job. But people gave us the right to put those restrictions on their 
behaviour because it was necessary. We convinced them, and the Premier has done a great job in convincing them, 
as has the Prime Minister. But they also told us not to go too far or do it excessively, and to restrict our actions 
only to things that were true emergencies. This bill is not. 

As the member for Cottesloe said, most of this bill has been around for years. It is probably very good stuff. Much of 
it is based on a green paper prepared for the minister by Evan Jones, and it has been sitting on her desk for two years. 
The government had legislation ready to go some time ago, which it split out. This is not urgent and there is no 
case for urgency. The Premier stood and told us to get with it because it is an emergency. This is not China. We are 
a democracy. We are in a pandemic, but there are restrictions and limits on the behaviour of a government—even 
one that is generally doing well on this issue—to infringe on people’s rights. 

Let there be no doubt about this: planning goes to the fundamental nature of our economy. It deals with property 
rights, the value and amenity of our homes, and what we can do in our businesses. Importantly, planning is also the 
most difficult area of government because it is an area that is ripe for corruption if not done well. There is a reason 
that other states such as Queensland and New South Wales ban developers from contributing to political parties. 
A lot of developers make their wealth from advantageous planning decisions, which are made by government 
entities—sometimes under political influence. In this state, especially since the WA Inc days, we have systematically 
gone through a process of developing a planning system that is complex and is ready for reform—I agree with 
that—but that is transparent. The system involves transparency and community consultation, and ensures that all 
affected parties have input into the strategic process and the structural process. 

We have gone through a long and tedious process of making sure that everyone who is impacted can have a say, and 
we should, because it goes directly to people’s livelihoods, businesses, families, assets and retirement. This motion 
obviates that. We, as guardians of our electorates, are elected to represent the issues of our electorates in this 
Parliament. It is not a nicety—that is why we are here! To describe the Parliament of Western Australia as a nicety 
and talk about tolerating us representing our electorates is an affront to not just us, but also our communities. 

As the member for Cottesloe said, it is not as significant an issue in my electorate as it is in some others, but it is 
one of the top issues. It is controversial, difficult and ongoing. It affects people’s livelihoods to the core. Yet here 
we are. I first heard about this legislation yesterday. I think it was in a five o’clock meeting. The minister did not 
show up, but people from the Western Australian Planning Commission showed up. The chairperson of the WAPC 
has been there for a while and is a very competent lady. We asked for the bill, but they did not have it. We asked 
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for the title, but they did not have it. We asked for briefing sheets, and the minister’s adviser flipped through them 
and gave seven of us seven different sheets. We had no time to scrutinise the detail or ask an intelligent question. 
We did not get an actual briefing, but we were told that because of COVID-19 this would be declared an urgent 
bill for the next day of sitting, and the government was going to ram it through, hopefully this week, which means 
in a day and a half. That is outrageous behaviour! 

We want to support measures to address COVID-19, but this bill has nothing to do with that. It is a joke to claim 
that this is related to the COVID-19 emergency. We want to constructively assist and support the government in 
reforming the planning system, but we have to make sure that the many things that we have not seen or had time 
to scrutinise fit objectively with the needs of the community and make sure that the issues that the communities 
we represent here are addressed. We have to make sure that there is a maximum level of transparency. I cannot, in 
the next few hours, have any confidence that this bill will do that—I cannot. The government will probably go to 
the media and say that we are trying to block this bill, block reform and block removing red tape, but we are not. 
It is the process. The government is politicising the planning system, which is the exact opposite of what should 
be done. We were told, although I have not had time to scrutinise it, that the government has a super development 
assessment panel in the Western Australian Planning Commission for projects worth over $30 million and projects 
deemed strategic by the Premier, with, we understand, almost no restrictions on what defines a strategic project. 
This super-DAP, which has no third party appeal process, can expedite the decision-making process and has the 
power to override local planning schemes, although the head of the WAPC said that this power was unlikely to be 
used. That is a very powerful thing and requires extreme accountability and transparency. Are the deliberations of 
the WAPC’s super-DAP transparent for everyone to look at? No. Is the decision-making process of the WAPC open 
to public scrutiny? No. What is a special project? I can give an example of why we would be worried about that. The 
government also has something called “unsolicited bids”, by which a developer or proponent can come to the 
government with a project. Many other state governments have this too. The Barnett government received unsolicited 
bids, but they were restricted to land purchases. A firm or a proponent can come to the government and put in an 
unsolicited bid for a project that is not out for tender, and if the government thinks that the bid has advantages, the 
firm or proponent gets the right to develop the project. This process lacks scrutiny, it lacks competition and it lacks 
contestability. The government might say that an unsolicited bid will be treated as a special project, and it goes 
through the super-DAP and gets an expedited approval process without any scrutiny. By expediting this bill, the 
government is trying to inhibit us in this place from ensuring that proper processes are put in place to make sure that 
there is maximum transparency and that we can effect amendments if there is not. Why is the government doing that? 
As the member for Cottesloe pointed out, there is not a huge backlog of residential and high-rise developments 
sitting out there ready to go. There are thousands of empty apartments. Many, many major developments that have 
already received approval are in abeyance. The reason is a lack of demand. We had no population growth before 
COVID-19. We had excess capacity in the housing market, excess capacity in the high-rise market and excess 
capacity in CBD properties and restaurants and everything. That is why the whole development industry was 
struggling and had basically been in recession for years. Now, as a result of COVID-19, one would predict that we 
are going to have a reduction in our population. All the temporary migrants are going to go. We are not going to have 
any significant permanent migration. By the way, there are hundreds of thousands of temporary migrants. Who knows 
what is going to happen with international students? If anything, we are going to have zero population growth for 
a time, and we still have a backlog of excess demand. There is no urgency. There is not a queue of projects out there. 
This process has the potential to advantage some projects over others. Someone could come to the government with 
a project that could then be defined as a special project. The Premier would send through the DAP process and the 
project would be expedited, both in cost and preference from the government, over another one. In other words, this 
will erode competitive neutrality. Is the government going to advantage some projects over others? There is the potential 
for that. We are not going to be able to suitably scrutinise this because the government is not allowing us to. The 
government is not allowing us to effectively scrutinise fundamental aspects of the planning system—that is, to make 
sure that one set of developers does not get a leg-up in the process over another. Is that what the government wants? 
This is totally unnecessary. In my view, there is a need to expedite planning for mineral developments, resource 
developments, roads, infrastructure and things of that nature—fair enough, and we are open to that. Those things 
are also complex and would need parliamentary scrutiny, but the government might do that; I would not want to 
rule it out. There are a few developments of a commercial nature that might have advantages over some others so 
we would not rule them out, but we are not going to be able to effectively ensure that the checks and balances of 
transparency and competitive neutrality are in place in this bill to make sure that it is a bona fide reform as opposed 
to a distortion of our planning system. I tell members that our planning system has loopholes—it is very difficult, 
it is opaque and insiders have a huge advantage in being able to use those loopholes. 
As others have expressed, including the Leader of the Opposition, who, again, gave an excellent speech, our view 
is that there is no need for this. We will sit next week and we will commit to expediting the debate on this bill. That 
will give us a chance to talk to our constituents, developers and all other interested parties—there are some indications 
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that the government has not done that. In other words, it will give us the days to make sure that we can do our job—
that is, to scrutinise some of the most important legislation to be put through this house in an appropriate and 
constructive manner. We have to ask about its urgency, given that this is clearly not a COVID-19 bill. Claiming that 
this is a COVID-19 bill is equivalent to Xi Jinping saying that there is no need for an inquiry into the COVID-19 
pandemic; it is similar. Ridiculous! We ask the government to put off this debate until next Tuesday. We will make 
a commitment to put the bill through the house—the upper house is a different story; the government will have to 
deal with it. We will do the right thing and expedite the passage of this bill through the Legislative Assembly. 
To go back to my starting point, this is the first time, and it is a serious error, that the government is going beyond 
the remit the public of Western Australia has given it to address this pandemic. The public does not expect and 
will not agree to the government using the leniency it has been given to restrict their livelihood by pushing through 
legislation that is not needed and not associated with COVID-19. To call on the Parliament of Western Australia, 
as the government has done, just shows that it has no respect for democracy and governance in this state. 

MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [1.27 pm]: I just want to say a few, very quick words. I agree with all the statements 
that have been made by members today—the Planning and Development Amendment Bill 2020 has been handled 
in an appalling way. I believe that as a result of the strong commonsense arguments of opposition members, the 
government has had a slight rethink about the way it wants to do this. My understanding is that we will now support 
the motion to suspend standing orders for this bill and that there is some agreement that the debate on this bill will 
be finished by close of business on Wednesday next week. It is also our understanding that government members 
will give their second reading contributions tomorrow and that opposition members will start their second reading 
contributions on Tuesday next week, which will give us some time to consult and the opportunity to talk about this 
bill in our party room so that we can get a position on it. That would make the opportunity to have a reasoned 
debate on this legislation a bit more realistic. I am sure many members of the Labor Party are also grateful for the 
work the opposition has done in pulling on the reins of an executive that has lost control of the way in which it 
manages its business. On that note, I look forward to debating this bill. 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [1.30 pm] — in reply: I thank members for their 
contribution to the motion to suspend standing orders. I want to make some comments. First, some members 
opposite highlighted in their comments that the intention was for the bill to pass tonight. That is not the intention. 
I made that very clear in my introductory comments when I moved this motion. I highlight this important fact: 
we are in essentially unchartered and unprecedented times. The government has had criticism from the opposition 
and others that it has to get things moving; it has to get things done, created. Internationally and nationally, 
this government has been recognised for the way it has dealt with this crisis. The leadership of the Premier has 
been recognised throughout the nation for how this state has responded to the crisis that has decimated other 
communities throughout the world. Because of the strong leadership of the Premier, this government has responded 
to these unprecedented experiences and it has been recognised for its response. It has been recognised for the 
introduction of strong borders and for requesting the community in the early part of this challenge to essentially 
be confined to their homes.  

An unprecedented number of people have lost their jobs and an unprecedented number of businesses have had to 
close, some of them overnight. That has had an impact on people’s livelihoods, on people’s families and on 
people’s businesses. When we are faced with unprecedented times, we have to act, and sometimes we have to act 
quickly. That is what this government is doing with the bill that will be introduced today. Yes, it is not ideal, but 
we have to act. We have to respond and we have to make sure that we put in place, under the conditions with 
which we are faced, the very best possible response, and that includes legislation. Legislation has been introduced 
in this place and we have debated it. The government has attempted to ensure that the opposition, which plays an 
important role in our democracy, has the available information as timely and as quickly as possible. That is what 
we have been trying to do all the way through. 

I want to highlight why this bill is seen as urgent. It is seen as urgent because of the time factors we face with the 
other place. We have had some COVID-19 recalls, if you like, of the Parliament to deal with urgent legislation. 
We have had these sittings in our parliamentary calendar and we are using them for important government business, 
including the bill that the minister is attempting to read in. We have constraints within our democracy that we do 
not control in this house, and that includes the constraints of the other place. I want to step through that so that 
members understand why this bill has been introduced today, why we ask that it be considered urgent, and why 
the time line is constraining for us. 

The fact of the matter is that this place sits this week. Next week the upper house is not programmed to sit. Unlike 
this place, the other place has not two parties in opposition, but several independent or other smaller minority 
parties with which they are required to negotiate temporary order responses, for example. We have already seen, 
with the bill for which the Minister for Health was responsible and which was passed by this place, a refusal by 
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the other place to see it within the constraints of a COVID-19 bill; therefore, that bill’s progress through that other 
place was slowed. This bill needs to go through this place, and we have agreed behind the Speaker’s chair for us 
to deal with it so that it passes this place by close of business Wednesday next. We agreed that today the minister 
will second read the bill. We will not need to sit this evening because government members who wish to speak on 
the bill will be able to do so tomorrow. On Tuesday and Wednesday next week, we will have opposition time for 
contributions to the second reading debate, the consideration in detail stage and the third reading of the bill for it 
to pass this place and be transmitted to the other place. Of course, the other place is not sitting next week; therefore, 
the other place will not have the opportunity to deal with the bill then. 

Members should remember the constraints of the Leader of the Government in the other place to get agreement, 
because its temporary orders require agreement for legislation to be seen as a COVID-19 bill. I am not saying it is 
impossible, but it is very difficult for the leader of government business in the other place to achieve that. After 
this week, the other place will not sit until 9 June, which is when it would receive this bill. Because the expectation 
is very clear that it will not take this as a COVID-19-related bill, as members opposite in this place have not, that 
bill will be required to lie on the table for a week in the other place. That means the bill will not be able to be 
debated in the other place until 16 June at the earliest. 

We need to get this bill through the house before the winter recess in July. It is very important. This is about creating 
an opportunity for jobs to be re-created and restarted and for construction jobs to be programmed. They are all 
things that we all understand. I am sorry, but the opposition does not understand that we are in a crisis, that there 
are people without work, and that when JobKeeper ceases, as we expect it will cease, more Western Australians 
will be out of work. We have to have in place legislation that will allow us to support our communities, be they in the 
remote parts of Western Australia or in the metropolitan area. That is why we are doing this. Yes, it is not perfect, 
but it is important, because we are constrained by things that we cannot control in the other house of Parliament. 

I want to acknowledge the sensible comments of the member for Moore, unlike the hysteria of some opposite. People 
in Western Australia are out of work now, and many will be out of work when JobKeeper concludes. For goodness 
sake, members opposite, see why we are doing this. See why we are doing this. Yes, scrutinise it. The minister has 
already highlighted today that she has an open-door policy. Members should go in and talk to her staff; do not abuse 
them. They should talk to them and go through the details of the bill. They should consult whom they need to 
consult and present their second reading contributions. Many of the aspects of this bill have been talked about for 
years, but this is the time to make these decisions; this is the time to do it, because we have to act on behalf of families 
in Western Australia who are suffering and will be suffering in the coming months. That is what governments do. 
That is what good, strong Premiers do. That is what we are doing and that is why this bill is urgent. I ask members 
to support this motion and to understand that this is not a normal time. It is not. Please support the motion and 
understand the reasons behind it. 

Question put and passed. 
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