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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2022 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 12 May. 
Declaration as Urgent 

On motion by Hon Sue Ellery (Leader of the House), resolved — 
That the bill be considered an urgent bill. 

Remaining Stages — Time Limits – Motion 
On motion by Hon Sue Ellery (Leader of the House), resolved — 

That pursuant to standing order 25A, maximum time limits apply to the following stages of the bill: 
second reading, one hour and 55 minutes; Committee of the Whole House, three hours and 20 minutes; 
and third reading, five minutes. 

Second Reading Resumed 
HON NEIL THOMSON (Mining and Pastoral) [2.55 pm]: I rise on behalf of the National–Liberal alliance. 
I am the lead speaker on the Planning and Development Amendment Bill 2022. I put it on record that we will be 
opposing this bill for a number of reasons that I will outline over the next 59 minutes or so—hopefully a little earlier; 
we will see how we go. We note the desire of the government to treat this as an urgent bill. We fundamentally 
oppose the bill because we do not believe it is necessary, but we certainly have not opposed the motion for it to be 
regarded as an urgent bill because I think we are able to present our arguments in relation to this unnecessary bill 
in a fairly cogent way. 
At a fundamental level, the issue here today is that this is just another example of the government going down 
a path similar to that for the debate on the emergency provisions legislation. We are using COVID as a cover for the 
erosion of longstanding, accepted standards and approaches—in this case, for the Planning and Development Act—
for checks and balances on government. When we step up to oppose legislation like this, there is always the sense 
that the Liberals and Nationals are trying to stymie sensible reform—in this case in the area of development. That is 
not true, and I hope that those who take the time to read my comments in Hansard will see that we actually hold the 
development sector dear. We think it is a sector that is vital to the provision of affordable housing, to the economy 
and to employment. The residential and commercial development sectors are key components of our economy that 
we fully support. 
In fact, in due course, as we go forward over the coming months and years, we will outline some very development 
sector–friendly policies, because we believe that having a strong economy is vital to our future. We balance that 
with the need to have robust and strong processes that maintain the accepted standards of community involvement 
in decision-making and that have the longer term effect of maintaining the social contract between the community 
and business, the community and government, and government and business. The social contract is very important 
aspect of the harmony and maintenance of good order within society that we have. That is why we do not just go 
about dismantling planning laws that have evolved over many decades—the better part of a century.  
In fact, planning laws evolved from when the first pandemics and diseases were identified in the City of London 
in the 1800s. That is when planning laws began to be introduced. The link between disease and planning is well 
known. The outbreak of certain water-borne diseases in London laid the foundation of a lot of local planning laws 
that began the history of planning, and then the whole profession of planning was established over time. That process 
very much integrated local decision-making and local people to arrive at final outcomes in the form and function 
of what communities should look and feel like, and how they should operate. That is how we bring people along. 
I understand that sometimes there is frustration for developers and a lot of comments are made about out-of-date 
schemes and recalcitrant local governments impacting on our planning system and decision-making. I think people 
should pause and think about that, because our very strong planning framework should deal with that. Before I go 
into the detail of this bill, I will remind people how that framework works. 
The framework operates quite simply—in a cut-down version—under a strategic planning framework in the form 
of the broad metropolitan region scheme. That is a broad scheme that gives us all the colours on the map—the 
pink and yellow and other colours, and the red lines that represent the main key routes and blue lines for local 
roads et cetera. It is a broad framework and there have been various iterations of it over time. The Minister for 
Regional Development is not in the chamber at the moment, but she played a big role in setting up Network Cities, 
which was a big forum with community involvement that put together plans that were later developed into 
Directions 2031. That was a very thorough document that was put out when I worked with Hon John Day, as 
I mentioned earlier today. There was a degree of bipartisanship at that time; in fact, the whole strategic framework, 
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the Western Australian Planning Commission’s role and the independence, to the extent to which it exists, of the 
WA Planning Commission—its oversight around strategic frameworks—has held us in good stead. We have actually 
had a very orderly system of planning.  
I am talking specifically here about the metropolitan area. I know this reform will affect regional areas as well, but 
I will focus on the metropolitan area at the moment because I am making a point. That has held us in good stead. 
It has been incremental because there have been changes. Earlier today we talked about the Stephenson–Hepburn 
plan, which was a vital step in laying out the broad framework, but it evolved over time, and that strategic framework 
should evolve. There is the strategic framework, and the next layer within the hierarchy of planning is the local 
planning schemes. Those local planning schemes feed into, and must comply with, the broader strategic 
framework, but it is up to the minister to check and sign-off on when it is presented to the minister in the process 
after deliberation and development by the local authorities to meet the broader strategic objectives. It has been 
a long-held tradition in this state that local governments create and work on strategic local documents—known as 
local planning schemes—in collaboration with Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage officers before being 
presented to the commission for consideration before the final signoff by the minister. 
Again, we hear a lot of debate and discussion—it is some of the argument that has been used for this particular 
reform—that local governments are a bunch of recalcitrant operators that do not deliver sensible schemes that meet 
the broader objectives we need in our community. There is this concern about that; but, in fact, the role of managing 
that process is the role of the minister and the role of the Western Australian Planning Commission. It is that 
strategic focus on the strategic frameworks, with the broad strategic framework at the top, being the metropolitan 
region scheme. The next layer is the local planning schemes, which are nested within that. Of course, there are 
other companion documents and policies that inform the detail of how planning schemes should be implemented. 
Those other companion documents and policies are usually in the form of state planning policies. Again, it is very 
much within the ambit of the Western Australian Planning Commission to maintain those state planning policies 
so they actually address and are relevant to the needs of our community. They can be anything from issues such 
as a sea level rise through to higher level density developments through to the application of residential design 
codes through to industrial land. A whole range of state planning policies exist. 
This framework is well established. It evolves and is not locked in stone. This should very much be the focus of 
the Minister for Planning. As I said earlier in my contribution to the tabling of the budget papers, I hear that there 
is not as much focus on that as there should be. That is a complaint I hear from people within the sector. I assure 
members that if I am ever Minister for Planning, I will focus on ensuring that those strategic documents actually 
meet the burgeoning requirements of our metropolitan area and our state. I think that I can back that up, because 
when I worked with Minister Day, we kept a very detailed and clear record in 2008, when the then government 
came to power, that compared our performance against the previous minister. I mean no disrespect, but I think that 
the minister who is no longer the Minister for Planning was probably one of the more effective Ministers for Planning. 
It is a pity that she is not the Minister for Planning now, because I am sure that this sort of ad hoc proposal would 
not have come through under her watch. I have noticed over the years that she engages with the community, and 
that has continued in her role as Minister for Regional Development to a certain extent. It is a Thursday afternoon 
and I am probably being a little overly generous—the minister is not here—but I can certainly say that there was 
a level of respect for the appointment of John Day as the longstanding Minister for Planning, before he became 
Minister for Health. But there was always that respect for the framework.  
Underneath that framework—the third tier—in a broad sense, is the approvals process. I am talking about approvals 
for individual developments, not necessarily subdivisions per se, although there is a bit of blurring of the lines in 
this process with the state development assessment unit. I must say that there are some very wideranging approvals 
and we have seen some rather unusual proposals come through the state development assessment unit pathway to 
the commission, including unusual proposals such as the Smith Beach development. That was a very unusual proposal 
to be put through that process. But in the main I am talking about individual developments, such as residential tower 
blocks or the extension of a wharf. I think there is even an LNG plant—Mt Magnet. Some are quite considerable. 
They are quite large proposals. But under the previous process, these proposals would have been developed through 
a declaration of an issue of state significance. There would have been a level of support from various agencies 
under the lead agency framework and these processes would have gone to a development assessment panel.  
The development assessment panel is another part of the reform; this is in the third tier. The third tier of the 
development approvals process, prior to the introduction of the development assessment panels, was the sole 
domain of local government, with a few exceptions when the minister could intervene under certain circumstances. 
I recall that was developed with bipartisan support. I came into the role as chief of staff to Minister Day. Some 
research had been done and Minister MacTiernan had discussions about the establishment of development assessment 
panels. Again, there was bipartisan support from the Liberal Party on that matter. That proposal was introduced 
and moved forward because it was understood there was a need for the development assessment panels to consider 
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the nuance of the more important developments than would be considered solely by a local authority. Yes, there 
were some complaints from parts of local government that felt it was going a bridge too far. However, in the main, 
local government accepted the reforms. We have expert advice on those development assessments. A committee 
of five comprises a local representative, a chair and two professional persons. The development assessment panels 
were established that way to reduce the incidents of so-called recalcitrant local governments sometimes making 
decisions in contravention to their own schemes in the sense that the local governments did not approve 
developments that conformed with the schemes and the strategic framework. We saw the effect of that, and I think 
it was a sensible reform. 
I am sorry, but this is a relatively complex process and it is pretty hard to explain it in a way that might get 
a headline. However, I think it is worthy having this detailed discussion. If all that failed, former Minister for Planning 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan introduced call-in powers whereby the minister could use the call-in powers for 
a particularly thorny issue if no progress had been made due to a stand-off because of a local political issue. A member 
of a local council might have had pressure brought to bear on him, even if it was in the public’s interest for the 
development to be properly and professionally considered. That was another part of the process and those provisions 
still exist. Numerous other pathways can be introduced, but the thing about them is that they require a level of 
accountability and the buck having to stop with someone. In the case of the call-in powers, the buck stops fairly 
and squarely with the minister.  
While I was Minister Day’s chief of staff, we called in only two matters to be considered. One was a development 
in the City of Stirling near the Ikea building. People might know the high-rise building next to the Ikea store. The 
history of that development is that at that time the City of Stirling refused to consider the matter even though the 
development effectively conformed with the scheme. That was not a case of the scheme not being up to date or 
a recalcitrant local government not delivering on the scheme. For whatever reason, the council would not make 
a decision and so the matter was called in. A deliberative process was undertaken and managed within the office 
and, on advice from the commission, a decision was made. It was a very rare occasion and it was highly accountable 
because the buck stopped with the minister. A similar issue occurred not far from Crown Perth when a decision 
was made on a development in the Town of Victoria Park over a similar matter. Again, the minister had to wear 
either the glory or the opprobrium of that decision, whichever it was to be, because it was a very rarely used power, 
as it should be. In those cases, the decisions conformed with the planning scheme. 
What happens when a planning scheme gets out of date? That is also a job for the Planning Commission. That is 
exactly the role of the commission. The commission should do its job and make sure that the minister applies those 
provisions that are now within the act so that the minister does certain things. There were arguments in the City of 
Nedlands, or possibly the Town of Cambridge, and, without casting aspersions on any local government, I know 
there have been arguments over the last decade or so when schemes may have been considered to be somewhat 
out of date or the local government was dragging the chain and not reviewing the scheme within the statutory time 
frame. If the government put a bill before the house today to tighten up the strategic planning to make sure local 
government was much more accountable in the delivery of those town planning schemes, I would look very 
favourably at it. I want to speak to the development sector on this matter. 
I think the government is completely missing on two big issues involving faster approvals. The first is the investment 
in the strategic planning framework to make sure that our legislation is fit for purpose so that it can deliver in the 
space of strategic planning within a contemporary framework. The second issue is the approvals and referrals 
process. I was intimately involved in trying to improve that process when I was in the planning department. We 
had a long history of failed information technology development, notwithstanding some minor changes involving 
small steps. Certainly some progress was made over time. However, we were always behind the eight ball on that. 
I do not see any evidence to the contrary whereby the minister has put sufficient emphasis on the referrals and 
approvals process, because, to a large extent, we have internal processes that are, from my understanding, somewhat 
manual, even though lodgement processes have been online for some time now. We would expect they would be 
online, given it is the twenty-first century, but it has always been a challenge. My esteemed colleague Hon Tjorn Sibma 
has gone on about electronic environmental approvals. It seems to always be a bridge too far, because I think that 
ministers and senior people in the public service often struggle to be fully on top of technology. It is a difficult area 
but ministers should be putting pressure on senior public servants to make sure that processes are delivered in 
a contemporary way. 
I would be 100 per cent behind the government if it had come in here today with a bill to reform the strategic planning 
space and the government said that we needed much higher density, as we discussed during the consideration of 
tabled papers, in the middle rings of the suburbs and considerably more density within the context of the investment 
in Metronet and around our public transport and infrastructure corridors and around energy generation to make 
sure that it aligns with our future requirements for a more dense, walkable and liveable city. But this is where I believe 
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the government is completely missing. I believe that the Minister for Transport is so focused on getting out there 
in a hard hat and high-vis and cutting ribbons that there has not been enough focus on this aspect of planning. 
I have read the submissions from the likes of the Property Council of Australia and the Urban Development 
Institute of Australia. Of course they are going to support the state development assessment unit. Of course we 
will get representations from the likes of Adrian Fini and other major developers who think this is a great idea and 
that we should be doing this. By the way, I have no disrespect for any of the developers out there, but I want to 
say this to them: make sure you maintain an eye on what is happening here; before you jump the gun and come out 
and support amendments such as this, which effectively will start to undermine the strategic planning framework, 
think long term about your social licence to engage the community through the consultative process under the 
strategic framework. 
On the issue of consultation and community involvement, absolutely we must have community involvement in the 
development of our form and function, and in the understanding and respect for a rules-based system for how our 
city should look and where it should go. That is absolutely the case. I do not know how many times I have to 
reiterate that the appropriate place for that is through the consultation mechanisms in the development of the 
strategic framework, because that is where we get the buy-in. Of course, when we talk about nimbyism in the 
general sense, or “not in my backyard”, we will have certain expressions of that. That is fair enough. People can 
express their point of view, but they should express it within the context of the strategic planning framework, 
because that is the appropriate place for that discussion, that is the appropriate place for that consultation and that 
is the appropriate place for that agreement. 
A very good example of this is the Cottesloe foreshore. I can see people opposite rolling their eyes: here we go 
again about Cottesloe, that ultra-privileged place over there in the federal seat of Curtin. I will tell members this. 
The government, under my former minister, John Day, undertook very deep and detailed consultation with the 
community through an inquiry-by-design process on the issue of Marine Parade. That was an absolutely appropriate 
place for that discussion to occur. After considerable detailed discussion, and in agreement with the local government, 
that process came up with a strategic framework that established the rules-based system, which we all had buy-in 
and confidence in, on the form and function that is appropriate for development at that particular location. The 
government might say, “That’s just a bunch of nimbys over there in the western suburbs. We have all these 
recalcitrant councils in the western suburbs. The Town of Cottesloe is recalcitrant. We don’t care.” That may be 
the attitude. I do not know. We have heard similar sentiments expressed from time to time. I can say that, actually, 
no—if the planning minister thinks that the strategic framework is wrong, they should re-engage with the community 
and get that agreement. 
The bill that we are debating today seeks to extend a process under the cover of COVID. I will make comments 
about that cover. It is amazing to see the 180-degree change in the government’s argument about why we need to 
make this change. The logic has been completely reversed from the logic that was put forward when the state 
development assessment unit was first mooted—which, by the way, this side supported at that time. The logic that 
was put forward at that time was rational, but it is not rational now. The problem I have with this reform is that it 
will allow the SDUA to override the strategic planning framework in an ad hoc way and not take consideration of, 
and respect, the process that is required at that strategic level. 
I come back to nimbyism. It is entirely inappropriate for persons to constantly fight development after they have 
had time to go through this massive strategic process, they have had buy-in from the community, and they have 
had their chance to consult about the form and function of their community—how it should look and how it should 
function. If after that process a development comes up that conforms with the framework, it is entirely inappropriate 
to then say it does not suit them, or whatever, and they do not want it to go ahead. That is exactly the reason we 
brought in development assessment panels. We believed that the right balance was to have professional input, 
along with local representation, to make sure that arguments at the community level were not given the weight to 
prevent conforming developments. 
We will now have the complete opposite. We will have a body called the state development assessment unit, which 
has been set up on a pretext, is a complete 180-degree change, and will override the strategic framework. The very 
thing that this minister and this government have been arguing about, namely out-of-date planning schemes and 
local pressures, and not delivering on the density requirements, will now effectively be wiped out. The government’s 
argument is not logical. The government is now saying it does not care about the strategic framework. If that is the 
case, it might as well abolish the lot. It might as well come in here and repeal the metropolitan region scheme, and 
repeal the planning powers under local planning schemes. It might as well do that. That might sound a bit over the 
top, but that is the pathway we are heading towards. 
The second aspect is that we have to ask why the government wants to do this. I remind people in this place of 
what was originally stated and what is now stated about why we need this special pathway. I will also speak a bit 
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about the composition and nature of that pathway, because that is also important. We step back to 2020, at the 
beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic, when the Minister for Planning said in her second reading speech — 

The pandemic has created an economic shock — 
I am pleased this was put in the second reading speech, because it is accurate — 

that will be with us for a long time to come. Every jurisdiction in Australia is seeking to rebuild economic 
stability and create greater investor confidence. Although direct investment by government will play a key 
part in our economic recovery, we must all do more to facilitate private sector investment in our economy. 

In 2020, there was an incredible fear that industry would collapse. We all saw it happen. Everything stopped. The 
minister went on to say — 

Planning reform is an enabler of better investment outcomes, together with community outcomes. 
There was talk about community involvement. That was fair enough. We all agreed with that. But we had to do 
something to ensure that investment would continue. We therefore agreed that we needed this special pathway and 
a raft of reforms, because we did not know what kind of cliff we would have to go over with development and jobs 
in this state. That was a valid thing to do at that time. In those special circumstances, we agreed that we would put 
aside the normal planning processes and allow people to put up things quickly in order to stimulate the economy.  
We all know that in the months after the COVID pandemic started, people could buy a nice apartment here in West 
Perth for a considerably lower price. People were desperate. There was a short period when we had a bunch of 
people overseas who were not able to come back to Western Australia. Hon Dr Steve Thomas is looking quizzical. 
I have checked the data on this. There was a period in the early stages of the pandemic when the market dried up 
almost completely. Not long after that, people started to be repatriated to Australia under the process that had been 
established under the pandemic, and of course the market started to lift again. We have not really looked back. We 
have seen even stronger growth. Along with all the infrastructure spending of the commonwealth and the state, we 
have seen a whole range of things happen in the state and now there is a shortage of labour. We are pretty much in 
an overheated market. We are starting to run out of industrial land. There was that month in early 2020 when people 
said, “What the hang is going to happen here? We don’t know where we are going.” That was in the context of that 
agreement. By the time that this process expired earlier this year in January, it was very clear that the market was 
back. In my view, it was appropriate at that time for the state development assessment unit to wind up because we 
could go back to normal decision-making within the context of development assessment panels. No problem. It was 
not going to stop the economy because we would not have a problem with people being out of construction work; 
in fact, if anything, although we would like to see more development, it comes back to making sure that we have 
some of those de-constraining aspects to deal with some of the headworks and strategic issues. Those are the things 
we should be focusing on—the areas in which government can intervene to fast-track development, not specific 
approvals through this process. 
If we look at the argument put today, we see that the explanatory memorandum has five dot points outlining the 
benefits of the part 17 pathway for proponents. It states — 

• a coordinated development assessment process by the Western Australian Planning Commission … 
• a more flexible and less prescribed assessment process; 
• explicit and coordinated management by the Commission of the agency referral process to ensure 

referrals are responded to in the timeframe allocated; 
I am not convinced of that but, anyhow, we see that through this body, the state development assessment unit, for 
the things that go through the special pathway. It continues — 

• a substantially more flexible application of planning rules … 
Not really. It is saying that we do not have to apply the rules to the same extent than we might otherwise have to. 
It continues — 

the ability to consider non-planning matters in the public interest; 
That is always applied in any decision-making process. Finally, it reads — 

• a much stronger degree of certainty — 
Not really, because the strategic framework has been removed and there is a lot of uncertainty. It continues — 

for proponents who obtain approval, ensuring other approval regimes administered by other government 
agencies and authorised persons … 
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It then lists different things, such as building permits, liquor licences, noise permits et cetera. If we had invested 
in the process of electronic approvals, making sure those gaps were supported properly, we would able to address 
a lot of these issues.  
I go back to the first point about the role of the Western Australian Planning Commission. I have made it clear that 
the role of the commission is to have strategic oversight. It has always been at arm’s length from the decisions 
about individual approvals, with the exception of a few approvals that have involved crown land, and that is usually 
through the statutory planning committee, which has, by the way, a much stronger representation of planning staff 
and people on board. But the commission is not the right entity to make these decisions, which I will speak about 
for a moment. I am not sure that people understand what the WAPC is. The WAPC is a body that has strategic 
oversight. It thinks about the big picture. It does not think about individual developments—if anything, it loses 
integrity when it does that. We have this body that comprises some officers from the Department of Planning, Lands 
and Heritage doing the things that would normally have been done by local government officers who have a very 
good understanding of the local planning scheme, providing recommendations to development assessment panels, 
and still we have officers in the state department providing recommendations to the WAPC. I can assure members 
that this frustrates me. I think the WAPC will effectively become a rubber stamp to these developments. There 
might be people here who find that a bit challenging, but I am concerned about that. If I were a member of the 
commission, I would be worried about this reform and how it will undermine the commission’s position. It will 
undermine its position and status in the eyes of the community and local governments about being an independent 
arbiter of the statutory framework. 
What is the WAPC? Who are the people on the WAPC? I do not have a list in front of me, but I can tell members 
the composition of the WAPC. It is mostly directors general of state departments. I am sorry; I do have the attendance 
records of the WAPC here, but often they cannot attend so they send a delegate. I would like to hear during the 
committee stage of this bill how often those directors general, particularly the one from the dysfunctional Department 
of Communities, actually turn up to the WAPC when it considers a development matter that is of local importance. 
That is a completely inappropriate use of their time. I am sure they just get a batch to sign off and stamp. I am probably 
more qualified than anybody in this place to speak about this, because I was secretary of the planning commission 
for at least two years and I know how this works. 
Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am because I know—this is the planning commission. A delegated committee called 
the statutory planning committee deals with matters that do go through the commission’s planning framework 
within the normal context, but we will soon have a body that gets a bunch of recommendations from state staff, 
state planners, on matters of local importance when it makes a decision. I do not believe it is the appropriate place. 
It is not the appropriate body. Okay; maybe the government should have brought a proposal to this place to consider 
the composition of the planning commission. There are some very good people on that commission. There are 
people with some planning expertise, but not many. Certainly, the majority of those on the commission do not have 
planning expertise. It is quite a big body. From recollection, it comprises between 10 and 15 members, and most 
of them, as I said, are members of the public service. There is a local government representative and an industry 
representative, but there is not much representation from the planning profession. It will have to make decisions about 
matters, such as the one that it will be confronted with in the Smith’s Beach development. I asked a question in this 
place a couple of days ago about where that assessment was at with the Environmental Protection Authority and I got 
a very disrespectful response, which highlights the reason we do not support this reform. The disrespectful response 
was, “It’s nothing to do with us; it’s another agency.” I am sorry; there should at least be the respect to say, “The time 
frame is up to them. They’ll come back and, by the way, when it comes, I will make that matter public so that there 
is a level of transparency about that decision in terms of the environmental impacts before the final decision is made 
by this body called the planning commission, on advice of the state development unit.” The government wonders 
why we get a bit wound up about this and say, “We don’t really like the way this is going, because it’s a dismantling 
of accepted standards. It’s a dismantling of the checks and balances that have existed for a long time.” 
I have to keep reiterating for those who are pro-development in the development sector that if I were a minister, 
I would do a lot more for them to make sure that we see development, because I would make sure that they have 
an even playing field for one thing and a strategic framework for another. Work would be done to make sure that 
government services—those key elements of headworks and matters of shared infrastructure—were properly planned 
and organised so that they could get on with things and move forward in a sensible way. That would be the work 
I would do as a minister. That would be the work I would be arguing for—not creating some ad hoc system under the 
cover of COVID. It is now a completely different debate—it has turned 180 degrees—from the one we had at the 
time of COVID. It is 180 degrees different. The media release somehow argues—I have to find my notes—that 
“we need to keep the trucks rolling and the shutters open”. That was said at the beginning. It has all changed now; 
it is about making sure that even though we have these shortages, somehow we will make sure that approvals will 
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continue. I do not have the exact comments here, but that was effectively the nature of them. If I do find the media 
statement before my time is up, I will read it. Members should rest assured that the argument now is that there are 
shortages and the government somehow has to make sure that approvals are running fast in terms of the supply of 
labour and materials, whereas before we were worried that we would not even have enough labour or materials 
and the same outcome. It is not sensible. 
What are the ramifications of this? What issues will flow from this? We will see this reform—the state development 
assessment unit—roll out for another 18 months or so. I guess it gives the minister time to come up with a set of 
regulations around reform of the development assessment panel process, which, by the way, the minister put out 
for public comment in February or March. The minister received a number of submissions on that, including some 
criticism. I agree with some of the matters raised by the Property Council of Australia, for example. There is an 
opportunity for alternative pathways to be chosen. Under the reform, if a local government is working well with the 
developer and there is an efficient pathway, maybe it does not need to go to a DAP. There should be an option. Maybe 
the thresholds around that might be an issue that can be considered. The opposition would be happy to consider it. 
The special matters DAP was the bit I was worried about because the proposal for that was effectively the same 
body as the state development assessment unit, except that obviously the composition of it would be a little different 
and in some ways at arm’s length from the commission, so that is probably not such a bad thing. The draft regulations 
went out, but they were then pulled because they could not be implemented. The minister failed to implement the 
reforms to DAPs that people wanted to be implemented and the government went back to the cupboard, hoisted 
out the set of emergency COVID-19 provisions, and rammed them through without proper scrutiny or debate. We 
were notified pretty much the day before it came before Parliament. This is the pathway, because not only are we 
doing that, but also the state of emergency will continue for the same length of time. We are used to this now. The 
government does not really care about what the local community thinks as it has worked through developing those 
schemes. It will have this process, which is now entangling the commission in those direct decisions for specific 
developers. I think it is wrong, and the alliance thinks it is wrong. 
Much can be done in the area of planning reform to encourage the development sector and ensure there is affordable 
housing and affordable commercial development. There are so many other provisions within the act that enable those 
rare times when there needs to be direct intervention by the minister. We should respect the longstanding traditions 
of the planning system while we work to evolve them, rather than completely undermine them. The potential 
ramifications of this reform are enshrined in the ongoing erosion of strategic planning processes that have served the 
state well for many decades. It highlights the failure to deliver the much-vaunted development assessment panel 
planning regulations, but it is no excuse for this reform. It creates an ad hoc process with a strange kind of proposal. 
I will caveat my comments: there are 16 approvals and a number of applications being considered at the moment, 
and a number are out for public comment, which is fine. There is nothing wrong with some of the applications. 
The commercial and shopping centre development in Cockburn, for example, is very important. As I said, many 
of these applications would be fine, but, frankly, I am sure they would be fine through a development assessment 
panel as well, and they would probably progress. It will be interesting to see how many developers take up this 
process. It will be interesting because one of the questions I have—I hope the minister comes equipped with the 
answers to this in Committee of the Whole House—is on the performance of this body vis-a-vis the performance 
of the development assessment panel. Let us have some evidence of how it has improved the performance in terms 
of timeliness with the decisions, apart from those cases that have been highlighted when pending approvals have 
been given for developments that breach longstanding caps on height, for example. With the Marine Parade example, 
we found out that the developer had on-sold the property—so much for the COVID pandemic and needing to see 
development occur. It is ad hoc. It lacks transparency. It does not have the same level of control and transparency 
that we have through the strategic framework. 

The other implication is that it marginalises local government. I am pleased that the Western Australian Local 
Government Association is starting to take a more robust position on this. I have been talking to WALGA through 
my staff and also to local governments, and generally there is a nervousness around this. There is a feeling that 
they are being marginalised. Local governments really are at the coalface of the feedback from the community. As 
I said earlier, the other implication is the unsuitability of the composition of the Western Australian Planning 
Commission for making these decisions. The last point on this particular implication is that, in my view, it creates 
an unusually dangerous relationship between the minister and certain elements of the development sector. We must 
be very careful. In jurisdictions such as New South Wales, we saw significant challenges. I am not saying this 
about our minister now, but as someone who has worked in a minister’s office, I know that, as one would expect, the 
office gets a lot of representations from the development sector. When schemes are going through the process, the 
phone runs hot. That is what people do. However, Western Australia has maintained, to a large extent, despite some 
of the outcomes during the Burke era and so forth, a pretty good track record in land use planning, comparative to 
some other jurisdictions, because it has a longstanding tradition of a structured planning system. This legislation 
is creating an unusual opportunity for pressure. One could say that this is more a vote of sympathy. I will be keeping 
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an eye on it for officers of the Minister for Planning. One could say that it is just a commission, but we are very 
close now with the department making these recommendations. There is a real risk that we will start to step too 
close—I have said it before publicly—and that it will reduce the distance between the minister and the decision. It 
is not simply a matter of making that distance shorter to get more efficient outcomes; it is a matter of making the 
process more efficient and maintaining those checks and balances so that we get the right outcomes. We do not 
support this bill, and we will raise many matters in the committee stage, particularly in clause 1. I hope that the 
minister comes to the committee stage prepared with data on the development assessment panel process. This bill 
will go through the chamber because it can, but I hope that we will see evidence of transparency and not hear offhand 
and disrespectful responses to the questions that I will raise in this place. If the government wants support from 
the opposition, a bit more transparency would go a long way, but on this matter that has not been the case, and 
I think that that is a poor reflection on the minister and the government. 

We do not support this bill. We believe that it would have been better to focus on strategic decisions and genuine 
reform. This is a dangerous and yet again lazy piece of legislation because it is in response to the failure to deliver 
on the DAP reform. I hope local governments will take a stronger stand on this in the future because this is 
a wake-up call for local authorities across the city and state about the future of their role in the planning system. 
If this trend continues, we will see a much-diminished role for local authorities in the process of engagement. I ask: 
if the government thinks it is so good at dealing with local engagement, I would like to see the evidence of that. 
I am convinced that the body called the state development assessment unit is effectively just a branch within the 
Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage—no disrespect again to the officers; they are doing a job. But it is 
just a branch. There are a few officers sitting in there, producing their reports for a body of senior public servants. 
I do not believe that is the right decision-making body that we need. In summary, we do not support this bill. 

HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [3.52 pm]: The Acting President (Hon Jackie Jarvis) and 
members will be very happy to hear that I will not take nearly as long to get our point of view across on the 
Planning and Development Amendment Bill 2022. But they might not be happy to hear that I am not of a mind—
at least on our part here—to support this bill as it is. I have read the explanatory memorandum, the second reading 
speech and the bill. I see the good nature and good intent, but certain things cause me concern.  
The first thing that bothers me, I have to say, is that this is a COVID-19 bill, and I struggle to find a reason for that. 
The urgency for it simply was not made clear to me. If, for example, there were a glut of projects and many people 
urgently wanted to work, I could see the reason for forcing this bill through in this time to allow for that business 
to go ahead and for people to make their living, as they should do. But that is not the case just now. We have long 
delays at the moment, and the urgency for this bill strikes me as being somewhat forced. 

The second thing that bothers me is that this bill seems to me to be at some risk of favouring the mindset of the 
developers rather than the mindset of the local government. I have been in extensive consultation with a number 
of local governments and with people who know the business, and there were a number of common themes running 
through that, one of which was the lack of consultation. Members opposite might then say that they have consulted 
stakeholders, and I am sure they are correct in that, but perhaps we are talking about consultation on two different 
levels. At the moment I am seeing a building industry that is looking for support but local governments that are 
looking at what is right for the community. My key concern centres around the lack of community involvement, 
which is something that I have pointed out a number of times in the debates on the bills that have come before us. It 
is starting to look as if consultation is a bit of an Achilles heel for the government. It is possible that because of the 
government’s overwhelming numbers, there is no need to consult to that extent and to satisfy the different needs 
of the parties, because, quite frankly, the government does not need us. But, it does not serve the government well. 

We saw the same thing with the Aboriginal Heritage Bill whereby the consultation was deemed to be very adequate 
and I had serious concerns about that. I can well take on board the differing points of view to that, but members 
have to bear in mind that, as an ex–associate professor of general practice at a university, one of my jobs was to 
teach communication to medical students. Let me tell members a story that I used with the medical students. A patient 
comes to you with a sore throat. I do not know what members think of that, but if someone comes to me in my 
busy clinic with a sore throat, I am thinking, “Why are you here? You are wasting my time, are you not? Take some 
Panadol. Go away! Do not bother me! I have other important things to deal with.” That is the true opinion of many 
health practitioners. They hear the superficial but do not go down into the depths of it, which is why we have 
six-minute medicine. Indeed, I believe we might have a six-minute government here in that the communication is 
of that superficial nature. Let me explain this. I ask the medical students the quick question: why do you think this 
person has come at this moment with this particular problem, ostensibly wasting your time? There has to be a reason. 
When you simply ask an open question, a number of answers come out. One answer may be a complete time waster, 
such as “I want some time off work; give me a sick note.” That is true! Another answer was—this actually happened 
to me—when a patient said, “My best friend died the other week of leukaemia and his symptoms started with a sore 
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throat that no-one paid attention to.” He was frightened and scared that he had leukaemia and was going to die the 
same death as his friend. 

When I was in Hong Kong, I had another person come in with a sore throat and I asked, “Why have you come to 
me with a sore throat? What is the reason for now, today, coming in with a sore throat?” The answer was, “I am 
flying to Singapore tomorrow. I have a business meeting there and $US1 billion is on the line and I am holding the 
presentation, so I want to be able to speak.” This is the same sore throat but for very different reasons, and there 
are many different reasons. What I am teaching medical students is to not ask closed questions, but actively listen 
and ask open questions and get into what we in the medical profession call the hidden agenda. Many members will 
have personally experienced going to a doctor, seeking some assistance, finding themselves with a script or a referral, 
but their problem has not actually been dealt with. This is very, very common. The number of times patients say to 
me, “You are the first doctor who has listened to me”, is tragic. I fear that we are seeing the same thing in government, 
not because of any mal-intent—not at all—but simply because the process of consultation is not just about asking 
questions and writing a report. 

I consider myself a friend of the government; indeed, I greatly respect the government benches. As a friend, it 
would be remiss of me not to point out where I think the government is falling short. That is what friends do. I think 
the Planning and Development Amendment Bill is a case in point whereby we could do better. What the government 
has done, however, is achieve the impossible; it is like setting fire to water. The government has managed to unite 
the Western Australian Local Government Association and Local Government Managers Australia, which are 
fighting each other, but are united in their stance towards this bill, which is one of concern. Both entities are strongly 
opposed to this bill, and they are key stakeholders. They are important entities in this consultation and both are 
against this! That should really be a warning flag. That would be the point at which I would tell the junior doctors 
to sit back, listen and ask what is really going on here, rather than ploughing ahead and saying, “Here’s a script. 
I’ll see you two weeks’ time. Next patient, please!” This is a red flag.  

WALGA put out a media release I think last week. For the sake of Hansard and the public record, I will quote 
from it now. The headline was “Extension of state government planning powers shuts out communities”. There is 
a fairly big red flag right there. It states — 

The introduction of legislation that will extend special COVID-19 planning powers will remove Local 
Governments from important planning approval processes and effectively silences the voices of communities 
on major planning decisions in their towns and suburbs. 

It warns — 
… (WALGA) has expressed disappointment and concern at the State Government’s announcement … which 
will re-open the State Development Assessment Unit … pathway for significant projects until December 2023. 

The meat of its complaint is that local governments develop local planning schemes in close consultation with 
their communities. That may be a difficult concept to grasp, but it is one that I certainly appreciate, as, I believe, does 
the whole community. Working with people one on one is an essential part of what I do—I listen to the people. 
The WALGA media release continues — 

“These schemes reflect community aspirations for future planning and development in their towns and 
suburbs, and strike a balance between growth and protecting the unique character of our neighbourhoods. 
“We cannot see a reasonable justification for the extended use of these extraordinary powers, particularly 
the argument that the existing planning approval pathways do not provide sufficient certainty for industry.” 

WALGA noted — 
“Since their inception, DAPs—which have Local Government representation—have approved over 95% 
of all applications,” … 

It then states — 
“Approval rates for proposals determined by Local Governments over the last five years are even higher, 
with 99% of all proposals approved. 

Here we have it: key stakeholders have not been listened to yet again, according to the numbers. I think the problem 
we are facing here, as WALGA and Local Government Managers Australia have been telling me—I think they 
have hit the nail on the head—is that the government is seeking to extend an approvals system over an assessment 
system, with economic interests subsuming the public interest to a worrying degree. They are saying that we should 
take a step back and think this one through again. I know that is not going to happen, but I will point it out for the 
record. It does not sound healthy to me. If a medical student or doctor was doing this, I would say, “Whoa! Take 
a step back. You might be allowing a misdiagnosis to happen.” 
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There are also concerns about the influence that industry is having on this—Nigel Satterley, for example. He is 
a lovely man with a great business. I do not know; I will not cast any aspersions or make any allegations, but these 
things would come together in people’s minds and they would wonder what is happening. It brings us further into 
some degree of mistrust. I do not think that is a good idea. The principle I have is one of inclusion, participation and 
consultation. I do not see that here. Rather, it is a hammer-and-nut approach—the government is cracking it open. 
I think we have gone past the mark. The intent is good—I approve of that and applaud that—but I suspect that we 
are using the wrong measures here. 
I asked a question on Tuesday about the temporary amendments and what the government hoped to achieve with 
the approvals and assessment system. I looked at the figures. There has been something like 98 applications to use 
the temporary system, but 48 of those were subsequently withdrawn. So there are 50 live applications, of which 
17 have been approved to date. That was the minister’s reply. I am sure it is all in process. It may be that we are 
comparing apples with oranges—it is possible—but that is not the 99 per cent approval rate; that is a 34 per cent 
rate. The other two-thirds are still in limbo. That makes me concerned. I would like this to be addressed in the 
Committee of the Whole House stage, because I think that if we do not address this properly, we will not be serving 
our community as we are bound to do. 
I will make a final point on this COVID-19 urgent bill. As I was saying yesterday in this house, the measures we 
are taking in this bill—the things that have been brought in; the emergencies that we are creating—are based on an 
irrational fear. We could take a step back and take a more leisurely look at it. I praise the government for the control 
it has had over COVID and, indeed, all that it is doing, but we ought to be careful not to rush into this and miss 
some important aspects of what could be excellent legislation. I would like our community to get back to normal. 
I would like our local governments to be able to manage local communities without interference from the state 
government, and to be responsive to local communities rather than following a tick-box approvals system. For these 
reasons and others that have been outlined before, I will not at present be able to support this bill. I look forward 
to explanations in the reply to the second reading debate. 
HON DR BRAD PETTITT (South Metropolitan) [4.04 pm]: I want to start by reflecting on one of my favourite 
planning terms, which Dr Anthony Duckworth flagged in Boomtown 2050: Scenarios for a Rapidly Growing City, if 
anyone has read that. He wrote an article about something that happened in Perth following the high-rise developments 
of the 60s and early 70s. He used the phrase “development hangover” to explain why there had been a complete lack 
of good-density new projects in the 80s, 90s and early 2000s. The development hangover was caused by the 
community’s backlash against poor development. Members can think of the classic 60s high-rises—the Buckeridge 
kind of towers—that felt like they were just randomly placed in suburbs across Perth. There was a real backlash 
against that—a hangover that actually lasted decades, when we did not get good density or good infill of anywhere 
near the amount we needed. That, of course, led to Perth being one of the lowest density and most sprawling cities 
in the world. In fact, Perth is now the longest city in the world, partly as a result of that density hangover. What 
caused that was poor planning and poor approval processes. That has been rightfully fixed. As Hon Neil Thomson 
said, a good robust planning system was built from the bottom up on local government planning schemes and 
proper strategic planning feeding through. I think we were on track. It was probably not fast enough, but we were 
on track to getting the right kinds of development in the right places and in a way that took the community with it. 
That is the key bit. One of my big concerns around this bill is that we are in danger of creating part 2 of the density 
hangover—that the community will push back after this round of what increasingly feels like ad hoc development. 
Literally, it is like, “Whose got an idea to put something somewhere?” The framework and constraints in which 
these projects are happening feel less defined, and the community is feeling less certain about what might pop up 
in their neighbourhood. 
Anybody who knows me and my time in local government in Fremantle knows that I have been a relentless advocate 
for density. I like density a lot. In fact, I rant regularly in this chamber about having to get on top of the sprawl—
that we have to get proper density in our centres, in the right places, especially connected to transport. That is going 
to be at the heart of what this city needs to do if it is going to be liveable and sustainable going forward. I am nervous 
about this bit of legislation. Actually, I came to this debate on the bill today open-minded about which way I was 
going to vote on it. I think it had merit when it was introduced at the start of COVID. In fact, as I said to some 
members in this room, in Fremantle we had a whole bunch of developments that we wanted to get up that were kind 
of getting a bit tangled in some of the minutiae of our planning schemes, and this helped get around some of that 
and undo some of the pent-up demand that an inflexible planning scheme had created. Those developments are in 
the system now, and that is good. I really hope they happen. In fact, they include a major build-to-rent scheme in 
Fremantle, some new hotels and those kinds of things—all the things we were keen to encourage. 
Although I am keen to support parts of this bill—namely, extending the approvals processes—I do not think we want 
to start undoing them or making them fall over because they cannot get built quick enough in this environment. 
I am very nervous about extending new approvals through this bill in what is clearly already a pretty hot market. 
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It is not like we need more approvals or that we have a building sector that does not have enough work. It is the 
complete opposite right now. We actually have a building sector that is literally struggling to get materials and labour, 
and the market is very hot. I do not quite understand the need for a bill like this to get new developments up. 
Now that the market is hot and we have plenty of developments in the pipeline, it would actually be a good time 
to return to ordinary planning and well-targeted developments. In fact, the more I listen to the debate on this bill, 
part of my frustration is that I wish we had a planning and development bill that would actually get us closer to 
a better strategic framework for planning—one that gets us closer to developments around train stations and targeted 
developments in the right places, rather than just encouraging ad hoc developments that are considered significant, 
despite being worth $20 million or so. That is part of it. 
I know the response from government will be that we must have regard to the planning framework. That is a pretty 
loose term, and I do not think it is one that necessarily gives a huge amount of confidence to the community. With 
regard to schemes that have gone through a lot of effort and community engagement and a long process, having 
regard to them is important, but I guess the level of that regard is also very important, and there may be some very 
nuanced community views as to why they want to see developments in particular places and not others, and the 
kinds of developments in those places that may be undone and undermined as we go down a less strategic and 
more ad hoc planning process. 
Hon Neil Thomson raised a very legitimate concern about the role of the Western Australian Planning Commission 
in this. He is right. Despite its name, most of the people in the Planning Commission are not planning experts, let 
alone people who want to deal with $25 million developments in the suburbs. This is a weird use of what should 
be the peak strategic planning body in our state. Hon Dr Brian Walker read some quotes from the Western Australian 
Local Government Association about its disappointment in this process and the disenfranchisement of local 
governments. I think local governments felt partially disenfranchised by the movement towards development 
assessment panels, but I also think that these have come to be seen as something that people largely can live with. 
I think they get the balance relatively right between local representation, local views and professional planning 
expertise. That expertise is not represented in the same way at the WAPC.  
There are lots of really impressive people at the WAPC; I have worked with many of them, but planning is not 
necessarily their expertise. It is often something else entirely, but we are asking them to make a judgement about 
these things. That raises some real questions. These are extremely busy people, on multiple boards. How are they 
going to get their heads around a whole bunch of small developments that are not significant—they are medium-sized 
at best—whilst doing their other strategic work properly, and giving an appropriate amount of time to that? There 
is a real danger that this will be largely a tick-and-flick exercise, but there is also a more important danger here, 
and this is one of my concerns around DAPS: the transparency with which they work, and how they engage with 
communities. The agenda for local government meetings comes out four or five days beforehand, and it is made 
public. The meetings are open to the public. Question time is public. The minutes are published. They are made 
public. That is gold-standard transparency. DAPs do not quite do it as well but they are getting there. For instance, 
some DAP meetings are held in the middle of the day, which is not a great time for most people to turn up and 
have their say in public question time, but at least DAP meetings and discussions are now open to the public. The 
agenda process is a little more obtuse and holding meetings during the day is less than desirable. 

Has anyone ever tried to understand the discussions and debates in Western Australian Planning Commission 
meetings? It is a black box. If people are lucky, they might be able to come in and have a very short say but then 
they are asked to leave the room. It is not a transparent process. We have a non-transparent process around how 
those decisions are arrived at by a group that is very busy but is not expert in planning. We hope to get a better 
outcome than Hon Dr Brian Walker outlined, where DAP approvals are already at 95 per cent and local government 
approvals are already at 99 per cent. I am not sure what problem we are trying to fix here. The danger is that the 
solution is far worse than the problem that it is trying to solve. 

It is really important that if the public is going to have confidence in this process, we need to make sure that it is 
transparent and that there is a clear way forward. I want this state to go on and have lots of good density in the 
right places that takes communities with it. I do not want us to revert to a state that has a density hangover and 
everybody says no to everything. That is the real danger, when we feel that developments are put on to communities 
without transparency and without the right level of engagement and the right processes along the way. That is what 
leads to nimbys. That leads me to my third term—yimbys, yes in my backyard. That occurs when we take committees 
on the journey with us and proceed with the kind of developments we want. I do not think that this necessarily 
does it. 

I have a minor amendment flagged for when we move into Committee of the Whole, which seeks to raise the 
threshold for significant development by a small amount. There may be a place for this bill for developments north 
of $100 million. I put down $30 million because that is what the government originally proposed. It was reduced 
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to $30 million in 2020, though $30 million would make it slightly better. I hope that can be considered and supported. 
I put it on the table that if we are going to have a mechanism like this for significant developments, they should be 
properly significant—that is, developments worth $100 million plus, and probably a whole lot more. For example, 
the project that we did in the town square of Fremantle, the Kings Square project, Walyalup Koort, cost $250 million, 
12 and a half times the current threshold. That was a significant development. That is the kind of project that may 
have a place here. A $20 million development literally can be 10 apartments on a random street in a suburb. That 
is the stuff that gets our committees’ backs up. It is not significant and it should go through a proper and orderly 
planning process. 

HON WILSON TUCKER (Mining and Pastoral) [4.18 pm]: I would like to put a few thoughts on the record 
quickly while I have a chance and also pose a few hypotheticals that I hope to get answered during Committee of 
the Whole. I support the Planning and Development Amendment Bill 2022. I support the intention of this bill and 
what it is trying to achieve. I will keep my remarks very high level today, unlike my colleague Hon Neil Thomson, 
who was getting stuck into the machinery of this bill. I support the intention of this bill around trying to promote 
infill in Perth and also in WA.  

Recently, the Property Council of Australia said that about $2.1 billion is tied up in infill development projects and 
that people cannot get approvals through the banks because the banks do not operate as charities; they need to show 
that they are turning a profit and that their profit margins are not being eaten up by rising costs of labour and materials. 
Hopefully, this bill will help to alleviate some of that strain and cut through some of the red tape in the approvals 
process. We know that a large proportion of the cost of green fill and infill projects is tied up in approval processes. 

When I looked at this bill, I noticed that it has a number of protections and initiatives on the developer side of the 
equation. I hope that is being balanced at the consumer end of the spectrum. I note that there is a petition on the 
wonderful e-petition service that is available to us about the builders’ indemnity insurance scheme, which in WA is 
capped at $100 000. That seems to be a little outdated, in my opinion. We know that a lot of people are doing it tough 
right now and are out of pocket after the recent collapse of several building companies. 

I also point out that it is difficult to judge the usefulness of this bill in streamlining the process because there is no 
hard data or facts and figures in the explanatory memorandum or the second reading speech. It would have involved 
a lot of digging to find that out so, hopefully, during the Committee of the Whole stage we will be able to work 
out the exact dollar value that will be saved and how many projects currently tied up in the process will benefit 
from the streamlining provisions of the bill. 

I also think that it is great that a conversation is now going on federally about cost-of-living pressures and housing 
affordability. These two issues certainly have an impact on the younger generation, especially given that wages 
have not kept up with the rise in house prices, and it is becoming increasingly harder for the younger generation 
to live out the dream of homeownership. I am also glad to hear talk about infill and density as good things. The words 
“expansion” and “sprawl” have often been attributed to Perth. Hopefully, we can change the meaning of those 
words to become more, let us say, dirty words in our lexicon and we can move forward and talk more about infill and 
density in Perth. Hopefully over time we will be able to change the perspective of the West Aussie dream. Typically, 
when we think about homeownership in WA, it is a double carport with five bedrooms. We need to be more sensible 
and realistic about development in the future and the government seems to acknowledge there is a need to promote 
infill and density, which is a good thing. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [4.24 pm]: I think that I am the last 
speaker wanting to make a contribution in the second reading debate on the Planning and Development Amendment 
Bill 2022, so I will try to finish in time so that the minister can at least start her reply. No other member is waving at 
me dramatically, saying, “No, no. I demand the right to speak”, so if I take up their time, I apologise, and let me know. 
One of the most important things that we can learn, particularly as new members to Parliament—this might be 
seen as gratuitous advice on my part, but I certainly tell my new members this—is that when we get to Parliament, 
it is pretty easy to say what we think people expect us to say. But the wise people in Parliament say what they believe 
and believe what they say. 
If members follow that path, it will make it much easier because they will generally be unlikely to contradict 
themselves. With those particular words in mind, I recall the Planning and Development Amendment Bill 2020 
because I made a contribution to it and I have been a shadow planning minister in the state of Western Australia 
in the past. I go back a very long time. I started somewhere around 2006. I have been watching planning for a very 
long time. These words are important, so I will quote myself, which is not necessarily the done thing. We debated 
the Planning and Development Amendment Bill 2020 on 17 June 2020 to which I made a contribution that I think 
is relevant. I stated — 
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I suspect that if we get to the end of this process and discover that we can cast through projects under an 
accelerated or streamlined system, the question will have to be asked of government, Parliament and 
everybody: why would we go back? If this is about streamlining the processes, why would we return to 
an un-streamlined process? 

There were some interjections, so I will remove those — 
If the government’s agenda is to streamline the process, why would we return? I can see us back here in 
18 months’ time, hopefully—perhaps not all of us, Mr Acting President — 

I note this was Hon Robin Chapple at the time — 
… but most of us—and potentially debating why these particular measures should not be held for a long 
time. It might be a particularly valid debate. 

As I said, it is a good thing to say what you believe and believe what you say. That was nearly two years ago, so 
18 months was not exactly accurate. One of the questions we need to address is whether we are defending a planning 
system that is particularly successful or is this just another incarnation of a government’s attempt to make it better? 
Members commented on how they think the current planning system works. It might surprise members to know 
that I am something of a sceptic and I think there are issues that should be dealt with around the planning system. 
I will make a few important points. The first point is that our planning system to date has been remarkably reactive 
rather than proactive; that is, a developer comes up with a proposal for a development and government, be it local 
or state, tries to measure, assess and adjust that. We are not necessarily very good at longer term proactive planning 
that decides the best outcomes for the state of Western Australia far into the future. I do not think we do that very 
well. Significant improvements can be made. I was interested to hear the contribution of Hon Dr Brad Pettitt. I have 
not heard the term “yimby” before—yes, yes, next to me—or “yes in my backyard”. I am not sure how often we 
will hear that, honourable member, because human beings are naturally somewhat resistant to change. It was not 
me who said originally that a developer is someone who wants to build a house in the forest and a conservationist 
is someone who built the house in the forest a couple of years ago. But it is a particularly relevant statement around 
human nature in that we tend not to want development near us and we do not adapt particularly well to change, 
unless we see a definitive benefit for us personally as opposed to a benefit for the wider community. Therefore, 
I think that the system has been far from perfect. People whom I have an enormous amount of respect for in the 
planning sector have agreed with that.  
I have a lot of time for Hon John Day. I think he was a very good minister, a very safe pair of hands and a very 
sensible contributor. He did that because obviously the planning system needed help. I think there is an acceptance 
on both sides of the chamber that the planning system, historically, has been far from perfect. I think Hon John Day’s 
intention was both honourable and good in that he was trying to streamline the approvals process because he 
understood that he could not make everybody happy all the time and that, ultimately, it was the role of government 
in particular to make a decision. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 2560.] 
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