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APPROVALS AND RELATED REFORMS (NO. 4) (PLANNING) BILL 2009 

Second Reading 
Resumed from 19 May. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.36 pm]: I am not the 
lead speaker on the Approvals and Related Reforms (No. 4) (Planning) Bill 2009. I am just waiting for one of 
our members to arrive in the chamber. There has been quite a bit of uncertainty today about whether we would 
be dealing with this bill. I understand that briefings were still being held with departmental officers yesterday, 
and I understand that other parties have only just finished being briefed today and that there are amendments in 
the offing to this bill that nobody has seen yet. I know that our lead speaker is not present today, so until about 
two minutes ago I was not too sure whether this matter would be dealt with today. Therefore, I thought I would 
fill the gap until one of our speakers arrived in the chamber. Because I might want to take the opportunity to 
speak on the detail of this bill at a later stage, I seek leave to continue my remarks at a later stage, either at this 
day’s sitting or at the next day’s sitting, whenever that might be. 

[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later sitting.] 

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [2.37 pm]: I too am not the lead speaker for the opposition. However, 
there are a number of points that I want to rave—raise, not rave — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: That was a bit of a slip. 

Hon JON FORD: With some of the feeling that has been going around the chamber in the past couple of 
days — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You’re getting with it. 

Hon JON FORD: — I am getting into the mood. 

The key elements of the Approvals and Related Reforms (No. 4) (Planning) Bill, as stated in a very succinct 
second reading speech, are — 

… to establish development assessment panels—DAPs—which will provide more effective and 
efficient processes than is currently the case for significant urban, industrial and infrastructure 
developments; significantly extend the use of existing strategic instruments such as improvement plans 
and schemes to strengthen state and regional planning; enable the state to collect data on local 
development decisions to monitor the effectiveness of reforms to the approvals process; provide a 
mechanism for local planning schemes to be updated to implement state planning policies; and 
streamline and clarify existing provisions and processes to improve the efficiency of the approvals 
process. 

They are all very valid and important outcomes for any government to try to achieve in the planning process.  

I spend most of my time in the north west of the state. One of the things that I have seen in my neck of the woods 
in Western Australia is what happens when we are caught off guard. An example I would like to bring to the 
house’s attention was that in around 2001 there was talk that the town of Paraburdoo would be closed. It had a 
population of less than 600 people. Mining was on the wane because new technology had exploded in the 
Japanese markets that allowed magnetite to be processed much more effectively. As some members might know, 
magnetite takes about five times more energy to process than hematite. Hematite is a high-quality ore found in 
places such as Mt Whaleback and Tom Price. Paraburdoo had a little bit more magnetite than hematite; so it was 
a lower grade. It was used to blend with the hematite from Tom Price to lower its specification, because the ore 
in Tom Price is so high that one could actually cut it with an oxy torch and weld it back together. The point I am 
making is because of new technologies, the demand for high-cost, high-quality hematite dropped. All of a 
sudden the investment in these towns was dropping off. There was some talk about closing mines like 
Mt Whaleback. Whole communities like Newman were facing closure within a short period of time. Here we 
had a situation in which towns were dropping off. All the talk in the market was “drop off investment”. People 
were worried about their jobs as a result of small populations and no investment.  

When I first moved north in 1981, those towns were still closed; that is, they were wholly run by the companies 
involved. All housing, planning and infrastructure, lots of land, and utilities were owned by the companies and 
run by the companies. The companies had offices in town. All the planning involving those towns was contained 
within those communities. Shortly after I arrived, a normalisation process commenced. The plan then was to 
move the operation of these towns, gradually, under the responsibility of the local government, which at that 
stage just had plant in the Pilbara. Local governments used to go around and fix the roads, but that was basically 
their whole operation. They looked after some pastoralists but they had next to nothing to do with the mining 
companies. There was a gradual handover over a long period of time. Many towns have now just come to the 
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end of that normalisation process. Moneys changed hands to ease the burden on local government. People were 
happy with that process and very supportive of it. People saw that they were taking ownership of the 
development of their communities; whereas, under the old scheme of closed towns, they had next to no say at all.  

Within the space of two years from 2001 there was an emerging Chinese economy. China did not have access to 
the new technology; not to the extent that Japan had. China developed extraordinary growth, and it is still 
growing now. There is some discussion worldwide about how long China can keep its growth rates up. For the 
sake of Australia, and particularly Western Australia, I hope it keeps growing strongly for a long, long time. 
China had an insatiable desire for raw commodities. All of a sudden that rescued the high-quality hematite 
mines. Not only did it rescue them but it caused a huge amount of reinvestment into these mines. There were two 
fronts. One was low–medium quality magnetite mines, like Yandicoogina. Effectively, a backhoe is needed that 
will go through an ancient riverbed and dig up the ore. It is very cheap to process and move out. Suddenly there 
was more investment to develop existing pits at big mine sites such as Tom Price and Mt Whaleback. That meant 
more people. Whilst there was a lot of discussion at the time about anti–fly in, fly out and all the jobs going to 
Perth and other places, the real effect of that boom was that more and more people moved into those towns. 

All of a sudden we were faced with ageing infrastructure, such as swimming pools. Nobody had ever spent any 
money on them in 20-odd years. The Paraburdoo pool at this stage was leaking so much water that I reckon if 
someone swum in the wrong place, he or she would have been sucked through the bottom of the pool! Nobody 
had planned. The state government had not planned for it and the local governments had not planned for it. There 
was an expectation a couple of years before that the places were running down and everybody has this thing in 
their head that mines do not go forever—and that is true—but nobody really knows what discovery is around the 
corner or what change in technology there may be. We have seen the same in Kalgoorlie—not in iron ore but in 
gold. Years ago Kalgoorlie was surrounded by slime mounds. In fact there is actually a slime mound that is 
heritage-listed. New technology and development allowed all those tailings to be reworked because they became 
viable again. Technology was used to mobilise the gold that, prior to that, had not been able to be mobilised.  

We have seen huge change in technology in the super pit that threatens to swallow up Kalgoorlie and 
Coolgardie. My prediction is that in probably 30 years it will be an island with a suspension bridge out to it. It 
will just be a big pit. That had a massive effect on what was being planned. Nobody really expected that that 
mine would still be going today. The lesson that we can learn from that is we cannot plan ahead effectively for 
20 or 30 years with a consistent vision in sight. We need to have a “what-if” mentality, if we have learnt any 
lessons. We need to make allowances in planning schemes to allow us to respond quickly to changes such as we 
saw in towns such as Paraburdoo, Newman and Karratha. In Karratha, it included a boom, on top of that, in the 
development of hydrocarbons and the development of fields. That had another impact on that community. 
Strangely enough, here we were in Western Australia with not enough blocks of land for the demand. That had a 
huge impact on rental prices. In fact my children would love to go back and live up north but simply cannot 
afford to pay the rents. Small businesses would like to have barbers and backpackers come and stay with them. 
They simply cannot afford to keep them because they cannot afford to pay the accommodation, unless they were 
lucky enough to have bought properties when they were cheap. The best example I can think of is, in 2001, I was 
offered a three-bedroom house in Newman for under $50 000. Nowadays one would not get much change out of 
half a million dollars.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: And you did not take it!  

Hon JON FORD: I did not take it. We have all got those stories.  

One thing that indicates is that governments of all persuasions can get caught on the hop without good, effective 
planning. Local governments get squeezed, state governments get squeezed, and commonwealth governments 
get squeezed and caught on the hop. There are still insufficient housing blocks available in Newman. More 
development blocks need to be released in Port Hedland. Karratha has been able to play catch-up but it still 
needs more blocks released. Now we are looking at Broome. What do we do with Broome? The possible 
development at James Price Point will have a massive impact on Broome. In fact I do not think people in 
Broome really understand what they are facing with the development challenges in that community. That shows 
that the planning processes in this state have gone wanting. 

The opposition cautiously supports this legislation. In fact we welcome the legislation because we must improve 
these things; we must reform these things. Doing nothing, as has been said in this house before, is not an option. 
But it does raise in my mind some of the issues that I regard as potential gaps. I hope the government will have 
some flexibility with these amendments to allow this government and future governments to react to those 
changes. 

We can make an assumption that the population of Broome will double in the next 10 years. There will be a huge 
number of fly in, fly out workers, and they will all need accommodation. There will be the influx of a permanent 
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contract workforce. There will be the influx of people to service those people, which will be a permanent 
community in that area. There will be an impact on that nice little airport that has the occasional aircraft flying 
over it in the middle of a movie that people watch at Sun Pictures theatre. It is doubtful whether the airport will 
be effective when flight operations have trebled. 

What will happen if the company announces in two years that it will not develop that facility at James Price 
Point because something has happened to the technology? I can tell members that current technology is not 
effective for putting a floating liquefied natural gas plant in that area, because it is in the wrong place. It needs to 
be located a bit further north towards the Equator before wave frequency would allow a safely floating LNG 
plant. What if the company shareholders decide that they want to stick it on the Burrup Peninsula and they run a 
pipeline there? There will then be two planning impacts: development expectation in Broome will have to be 
wound back and we will have to up the ante even more in the Burrup. How will we react to that? There needs to 
be flexibility in the bill to allow that. 

The government has tried to address flexibility through the establishment of development assessment panels. In 
principle it is a good idea to have these planning organisations that are locally based. But there is an issue with 
that, which many local governments in the north have raised with me; that is, what constitutes “local”? Pilbara 
people living in Paraburdoo do not regard Karratha people as being from the Pilbara. Karratha people are 
regarded as city people who have gone to the Pilbara for three or four years to live in the north. That is how 
people in the inland towns regard them. People in Newman think similarly, but they think Port Hedland people 
are genuine Pilbara people, because historically that town has been there for a long time. In fact the 
demographics for Karratha and Port Hedland indicate that a lot of people in Port Hedland have lived nearly all 
their lives there, as opposed to people in Karratha. Therefore, one issue that local governments constantly raise 
with me is where this planning body, the DAP, will be located. People in Newman fear that it will be located in 
Karratha, and they fear that for a couple of reasons. One is that people in Newman think people in Karratha are a 
bunch of city people who have gone to live in the north for three or four years, so what would they know? But 
the real issue for the people of Newman and the Shire of East Pilbara, which also includes Marble Bar and 
Nullagine, is completely different from the issue for the people of Karratha. It gets down to a debate over 
priorities. The fear is that if the plant is based in Karratha, no matter how the organisation is structured or how 
the planning process is designed, somehow the priority will be for Karratha, because there are more people there 
and it would be located in the place of the most noise. The voices of the people in the small community of 
Nullagine, the very small community of Marble Bar and the community of Newman—bigger than Nullagine and 
Marble Bar but much smaller than Karratha—would not be heard, particularly the pastoralists. Their concerns 
are therefore genuine, if only for the fact that the concerns are perceptions. But perceptions for people turn into 
realities, and we must address them. 

Where do we locate the DAP so that local governments can ensure those issues are dealt with? The practical 
example that was given to me was, “Jon, we’ve been crying out for a sealed road from Nullagine to Newman for 
years. We know it’s a huge cost but if we put in a planning scheme for that, we want to develop a satellite 
community like a fly in, fly out village, because the people of Newman are not that happy with the current 
village. So in the long term we would probably like to build a service village out of town along that road. How 
important is that going to be to somebody in Karratha, who is probably more interested in the proposed boat 
ramp and access out to the islands, than essentially removing an industrial village in our community out of 
town?” Those are genuine concerns. I would like to hear from the minister in reply how this bill in a practical 
sense will address those concerns, bearing in mind at the start of her address that the idea of having these 
organisations decentralised from Perth is a good idea. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: But is that how they are going to be; they are going to be permanent? 

Hon JON FORD: It depends on the size of the planning schemes. 

The other side of that is what constitutes “local”? The same sort of thing applies for people in the Kimberley. A 
Broome person is definitely not a Kimberley person, but is probably a Pilbara person. Pilbara people think that 
Broome people are Kimberley people; but Derby people regard themselves as being Kimberley people. It is 
1 100 kilometres between Kununurra in the Kimberley and Broome. What constitutes “local”? How can those 
concerns be met by those local governments? I think there are four local governments between Kununurra and 
Broome. It would not be any different in Minister Hon Robyn McSweeney’s electorate; perhaps on a smaller 
scale but with a lot more local governments. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: They are very parochial. 

Hon JON FORD: That is right, and that is the parochial aspect. 

The bill has the potential to deliver more effective decisions through its elements of construct, provided that 
there is some courage shown in there. Of course, that courage has to be backed up with courage from the 
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government of the day. I will not say anything about anybody in this chamber. Ministers know how competitive 
cabinet can be for limited funds. All parties need to show the courage to invest support in the planning schemes. 
The Premier talks about northern cities—Port Hedland and Karratha—and of increasing their populations to 
40 000-plus. Currently, there is insufficient water supply to guarantee supplies in Karratha and Roebourne if 
there is a dry season. I know money is being identified in the budget to shore up supplies. There are utility 
issues. It is a big challenge to talk about northern cities when there are hundreds of kilometres between two 
towns. There are complex planning challenges from both a technical and local political perspective.  

I am interested to hear how the government will address the issues of concern raised by local governments, how 
it plans to deal with the flexibility that may be available in the bill and how that will help it respond to sudden 
changes in the economic circumstances that I described. One year a town might be falling over and the next year 
the government is looking to create a new town or increase a town’s population extensively.  

Those are the issues of concern. As I said, I am not the opposition’s lead speaker. The opposition supports the 
bill, but we will move some amendments to deal with some of the concerns that other members have raised. I 
congratulate the government for bringing the bill to the house for consideration. I look forward to hearing the 
issues that I and other speakers have outlined addressed in the reply.  

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [3.03 pm]: I, too, will make some comments about the 
Approvals and Related Reforms (No.4) (Planning) Bill 2009, the provisions of which are a departure from past 
practice. Although the bill has some good elements, some parts of it give cause for considerable concern. The 
Western Australian Local Government Association does not usually get too fired up. However, it does not take 
too long before it becomes aggravated and aggrieved about some issues. Certainly this legislation is a case in 
point. Before I get to some of the concerns of local government, I will outline the key elements of the bill. The 
first is to establish development assessment panels, which will provide more effective and efficient processes 
than is currently the case. I do not think anyone would disagree that there is a need for improved efficiency when 
dealing with planning approvals. Although this legislation is claimed to potentially deliver better effectiveness 
and efficiency of process outcomes, the proof of the pudding will be in the eating. Time will tell whether that is 
the case. One of the things that concerns me is that because this is such a departure from the past, and because 
there is so much concern about the introduction of the panels—particularly among WA local governments—I 
wonder whether we run the risk of the legislation being a threat before it is proclaimed. Time will tell.  

Other key elements of the bill are to significantly extend the use of existing strategic instruments, such as 
improvement plans and schemes to strengthen state and regional planning; enable the state to collect data on 
local development decisions to monitor the effectiveness of reforms to the approvals process; provide a 
mechanism for local planning schemes to be updated to implement state planning policies; and streamline and 
clarify existing provisions and processes to improve the efficiency of the approvals process.  

Of all the provisions of the bill, the development assessment panels are the greatest area of concern. The 
legislation provides details on how DAPs will operate, the classes of applications that will be dealt with by DAPs 
and the DAP structure. I understand that that is one of the areas of concern, because when one considers the local 
government component versus the non-local government component, the expertise component is weighed 
against local governments. Of course, when a body does not have the numbers, it does not get to have the final 
say. No wonder local governments across the state are concerned about this bill. This is not the way that they 
have historically done business. In the past they have virtually had all the decision-making power within their 
own jurisdiction, subject to the relevant planning scheme in place. That will change under this bill. It is a major 
departure from past practice. The legislation also contains information about the procedures and conduct of 
DAPs. It deals with the question of administration and costs. That level of detail will probably end up in 
subsidiary legislation. Nevertheless, it covers those areas.  

I will address what I see as a key problem with DAPs, which will be established under part 3 of the bill. It goes 
to the heart of it with the regulations that will be made about the administration of DAPs and how the costs and 
expenses of DAPs will be paid. The Department of Planning and local governments will be required to provide 
administrative support to DAPs. Members should keep in mind that local governments do not want DAPs in the 
first place. At the end of the day, irrespective of the fact that they will not support DAPs, they will be lumbered 
with the cost of the operations associated with DAPs, as well as the need to provide facilities, such as meeting 
rooms, when a DAP is scheduled to meet in their local government area. Members should keep in mind that all 
this will be happening at the same time that local governments will not have the numbers to influence the 
outcome of a planning decision. In addition, local governments will be required to pay the sitting fees of DAP 
members, which will run into hundreds of dollars. For small local governments this will be a major cost impost. 
Once again, it is something that they do not want to be burdened with, given that they do not necessarily support 
these development assessment panels in the first place. They will also be lumbered with any additional costs and 
expenses incurred by the DAP. In fact, regulations will set out how these costs are to be paid. The additional fees 
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collected by local governments will cover the sitting fees, travel expenses and so on. Local governments and 
their peak body are not in support of the legislation that this government is forcing upon them. This is not the 
only policy decision that is not supported by local governments in this state. Members might remember that it 
was the policy intent of this government and the Minister for Local Government that there be council 
amalgamations. Just as the local governments kicked up about that, I do not doubt that there will be problems 
associated with the introduction of this planning approvals bill and the consequential fallout of it. 

I do not know whether members are aware that there has been a pretty big blue going on in the Premier’s 
electorate of Cottesloe in relation to this issue. In fact, it centres on the impact of this legislation on the current 
height limits along the Cottesloe Beach front. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Not far from your house. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is not far from my house at all. It is just a stone’s throw away from my house. 
That is right; the minister got it. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I knew you knew about it somehow. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: This is a very serious issue and the local mayor is very upset not only with his 
local member, the Premier, but also with John Day, the planning minister. He uses the argument that if these 
panels go ahead, it will be with much protest from councils. He specifically argues that there will be a shift of 
power from councils to these new bodies, and that is not in the public interest because, as he argues, elected 
members should make the best local decisions based on their local knowledge of the constituency. I would have 
to say that that is a reasonable enough argument. He is very critical. The mayor has also argued in the Subiaco 
Post that critics say that development assessment panels will create fertile ground for political patronage and 
corruption. He argues that because DAP members are appointed and can be, as I understand it, developers or 
people within the development industry, there is a strong potential for corruption to occur. At the end of the day, 
I think that these panels are to be configured—I might be wrong—with two local government representatives 
and three appointed DAP representatives. On the strength of that, quite clearly those three DAP representatives 
will have the balance of power. Also, they may well have something to gain from the sorts of decisions they 
make. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: That’s a bit far-fetched. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is not very far-fetched at all. It will be interesting to see how this plays out. I 
do not think it is very far-fetched.  

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Local government people are not developers, so when they make a planning 
decision, they have nothing to gain from the development of a particular site. But a developer who is making a 
decision — 

Hon Michael Mischin: They will be from a variety of backgrounds. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is okay. This is an argument that has been put forward by other people. It 
is an argument that I have some sympathy for. If Hon Michael Mischin has a contrary argument, we are in 
Parliament and he can get up and have his say. He might have a view that I think is quite reasonable; I do not 
know because I have never heard his view on anything. But it will be very nice when I do. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: We have certainly heard your view on everything! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Order, members! It is only early in the afternoon. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is right. I have a very broad interest base; I am interested in everything. 

Hon Michael Mischin: At least I’m paying attention to what you’re saying. Someone is listening to you; you 
should be grateful. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I thank the member very much. 

I think that the concern about the potential for conflicts of interest and, at the extreme, corruption is a real and 
genuine concern, and everyone will be looking to see how it plays out. 

I have already mentioned the cost being imposed on local governments. Apparently, the sitting fee for council 
members of the panel will be in the order of $400 plus travel expenses. It could cost up to $2 100 for each DAP 
session. For small local government authorities, these fees start to mount up to be quite significant costs. It is no 
wonder local governments do not like it. 

The other point that has been made is that applicants will be able to choose whether they want a DAP or the 
council to consider their plans. We would like to get some information, perhaps during the committee stage, on 
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the extent to which there will be flexibility on that matter. Applicants will pay extra fees, which are as yet 
unspecified, to cover the cost of the DAPs. That may be an additional fee to set up the framework, for example. 
We will seek some assurances on that matter. Often when we ask about additional costs, for example, we are told 
by the minister or the minister’s delegate handling the bill that these things will be determined at a later date 
through regulation, so it is very difficult to work out what we are practically supporting. Councils may opt to 
delegate all planning matters to a DAP. It will be interesting to see to what extent that occurs. I half suspect that 
that will not be a position adopted by most local government authorities. DAPs rather than councils will have to 
defend the decisions appealed to the State Administrative Tribunal when people are not happy with those 
decisions. 

This legislation raises many interesting questions. But I want to go to the heart of what is happening in Cottesloe. 
The Mayor of Cottesloe, Kevin Morgan, has challenged the Premier, Colin Barnett. In an article dated 22 May 
2010, he is reported as challenging Premier Colin Barnett to say whether he or his party colleagues had received 
political donations from property owners on the beachfront. That seems like a pretty reasonable question to me. 
No-one has ever given me any money; I can assure members of that. In response to this question, the Premier is 
reported as saying — 

“I honestly cannot tell you,” … 

“I do not know the names of people who donate to my campaign. I do not honestly know who makes 
donations.  

“Obviously I am aware some friends have. 

I thought that was very interesting—he has some friends!  

Hon Michael Mischin: You’re jealous.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do not need any money, and I do not need any more friends, quite frankly. 

Hon Peter Collier: You’re happy with yourself, are you?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am more than happy with myself. I am at ease with myself, and the minister 
can be assured of that. About the minister, we cannot be so sure. Is the Minister for Training and Workforce 
Development at ease with himself? 

Hon Peter Collier: Absolutely.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do not think the minister is! 

Hon Peter Collier: I am entirely attractive company.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Members, I am losing track of the debate.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: This article refers to the Premier, who could not tell the journalist whether he 
had received political donations from property owners on the beachfront. It is not like there are zillions of them. 
There are a few property developers on the beachfront. I see Hon Robyn McSweeney smiling. The Premier said 
that he could not honestly tell, and he did not know the names of the people who donate to his campaign. He said 
that he did not honestly know who makes donations, but he was aware that some friends have. It would be a 
really good thing, and a wise thing, if the Premier checked out who are those friends who may have — 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: What are you insinuating here?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am not even insinuating. I am saying that this Premier wants to be open and 
accountable and this is a fair question from a journalist and goes to the heart of how independent these 
development assessment panels are going to be. It is as simple as that—unless the Minister for Child Protection 
wants to put something on the public record that she knows and that we should also have access to, then I 
suggest she sit there quietly.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! It is impossible for Hansard to record all the laughter from 
every member.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I will say it again. The Premier was aware that he has some friends who may 
have made political donations to his campaign who are property owners on the beachfront. The Premier then said 
that any considerable donations had to be declared.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Of course they have to be declared.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I think that the Premier should make this information public. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: What information? There are rules and regulations around political donations. Don’t 
you know that?  
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, I do know that. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I thought that you might. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I think that the Premier should just be more up-front about it. One would not be 
up-front only if perhaps one has something to hide.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: There are electoral laws and —  

Point of Order 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: There are two aspects. Mr Deputy President mentioned earlier that he was finding 
it difficult to follow the track of this particular argument and it seems to have gone entirely away from DAPs and 
into questioning the integrity of the Premier by insinuation and without the courage to make an allegation. 
Secondly, it is a contravention of standing order 97, making insinuations against a member of the other place.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): I have listened to the comments of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich with 
great attention. Some members, through interjection, seemed to believe there was an insinuation that the Premier 
was doing or had been doing something wrong, which I thought was probably incorrect. I am sure that the 
member would not be making those insinuations. However, this is the second reading debate and I have noticed 
that the only time that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich wavers from the content of her speech and the bill is when she is 
reacting to calls from across the chamber. I suggest that we let the member speak in peace, and I suggest that the 
member address her comments directly to the Chair so that we can get through the next 23 minutes and 
seven seconds in good time.  

Debate Resumed 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do not want to mislead anybody, so to make quite clear what I want to put on 
the public record, members opposite give me no option but to read the whole of this article. I want to read this 
into Hansard because it is a very, very interesting oversight of some of the concerns of local governments and, 
indeed beyond local government, with this legislation. The article is headed “Morgan challenges Barnett on 
donations” — 

Cottesloe mayor Kevin Morgan has challenged Premier Colin Barnett to say whether he or his party 
colleagues have received political donations from property owners on the beachfront.  

“They are exercising powers of government to favour those owners at the expense of the wider 
community,” Mr Morgan said.  

It’s the latest shot in a war of words over a law now before Parliament that will shift planning powers to 
government and developers and away from local communities.  

“I honestly cannot tell you,” Mr Barnett, who is Cottesloe MP, said of political donors. 

“I do not know the names of people who donate to my campaign. I do not honestly know who makes 
donations. 

“Obviously I am aware some friends have. Any considerable donation has to be declared.” 

Mr Morgan said the process invited corruption no matter the good intentions of individual ministers.  

“It will be subject to little if any parliamentary oversight and genuine community involvement will be 
absent,” Mr Morgan said.  

He said planning laws, by their nature, intruded on our individual rights to otherwise do as we pleased 
with our own property.  

The new laws, which shift power to Planning Minister John Day and his appointed experts through 
development assessment panels (DAPs), would hand planning power to the property development 
industry, Mr Morgan said … 

He said Mr Day continued to hold up Cottesloe’s town planning scheme. It had now been delayed for 
four years by two governments.  

“The minister’s own panel of experts long ago ratified the controversial height limits which are the 
subject of the draft new scheme,” Mr Morgan said.  

“So what could be the cause of the delay? Could it simply be that he and the Premier just will not say 
no —  

Hon Michael Mischin: Are you still quoting?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, I am quoting. I said that I would read the whole lot into Hansard and I am 
missing a line. To continue —  
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to property owners who insist on their central beachfront properties being rezoned for high-rise?  

“Is this why they are using draconian legislation to bypass community involvement and to avoid having 
to publicly justify, on planning grounds, their reasons for not approving these height limits as devised 
by experts with community support?” 

The delayed scheme maintains Cottesloe’s three-storey beach height limit, except for the Cottesloe and 
Ocean Beach hotels. Part of the Cottesloe Hotel site could be four storeys and part of the OBH five. 

Mr Barnett has told constituents Colin and Elise Svanberg that he favours a five-storey height limit. 

And so on and so forth. I read that into the Hansard because if anybody thinks that there are no issues or no 
broader concerns about how the DAPs may well be used in a way that they were not intended to be used, I think 
their thinking is flawed.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Do you agree with the Mayor of Cottesloe?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: He is not the only mayor who has expressed concerns. I have a lot of articles 
and I could read all of them to members.  

Hon Michael Mischin: Are you opposing the bill or what?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No. I support the bill, but there are issues that need to be explored. Members in 
this Parliament have to bring to this place the concerns of the people; and many concerns have been expressed. I 
think I am doing the right thing because I have not been on a local council; I do not have planning expertise. But 
I have been elected to this place by my constituents. If people have genuine concerns — 

Several members interjected.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It does not matter where I live; who cares where I live? Why do members 
opposite not talk about the village I came from, because that is where I used to live? What is the big deal? 

Hon Donna Faragher: I am just asking if the — 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: What is the big deal; members are being pathetic. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Order! By my calculations, since I have been sitting in this 
chair, at least 10 minutes of the speech has been interjections. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has the call; let her speak.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thank you very much, Mr Deputy President.  

I raise those issues because I think they are important. Hon Michael Mischin asked whether we would support 
the legislation. Yes, we will support it. However, I think some of the issues that have been raised are the sorts of 
issues that can and should be canvassed when we move into the committee stage. It is certainly my intention to 
take a very keen interest during that stage to ensure that the community, in particular local government, gets 
some satisfaction that members of Parliament, certainly on this side of the house, have heard their concerns. 
They should know that we have attempted to do the right thing and explore their concerns and that when we 
have interpreted how the legislation might work, we can go back to them and give them some degree of comfort 
that their concerns have been considered. I very much look forward to the committee stage of the bill, and I am 
happy to support the second reading stage.  

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Ed Dermer. 
 


