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COVID-19 RESPONSE AND ECONOMIC RECOVERY OMNIBUS BILL 2020 

Returned 

Bill returned from the Council with amendments. 

Council’s Amendments — Consideration in Detail 

The amendments made by the Council were as follows — 

No. 1 

Clause 13, page 9, line 10 — To delete the line. 

No. 2 

Clause 14, page 9, lines 11 to 16 — To delete the clause. 

No. 3 

Clause 15, page 9, line 23 — To delete the line. 

No. 4 

Clause 16, page 10, line 13 — To delete the line. 

No. 5 

Clause 17, page 10, line 22 — To delete the line. 

No. 6 

Clause 20, page 12, line 25 — To delete the line. 

No. 7 

Clause 30, page 19, line 6 — To delete “section 3; and” and substitute — 

section 3(a) or (b); and 

No. 8 

Clause 31, page 23, line 4 — To delete “section 3.” and substitute — 

section 3(a) or (b). 

No. 9 

Long Title, page 1, line 13 — To delete “immediately before,”. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI — by leave: I move — 

That the amendments made by the Council be agreed to. 

I want to thank the other place for passing this bill. Only two members opposed it, Hon Aaron Stonehouse and 
Hon Simon O’Brien. I understand that the bill went through its normal process in the other place. However, some 
members believed that at that moment in time it was far more important to grandstand than to pass necessary 
legislation for the functioning of the state and to help us respond to the COVID-19 pandemic. Special thanks to 
the National Party, which considered this bill seriously and did not feel the need to grandstand on this issue. 

I thank all the instructing officers from the various agencies, of which there are many, and parliamentary counsel, 
for what has been not only a complicated drafting exercise, but also one that involved a lot of people being here at 
Parliament at times of night when they would probably have preferred to be at home, and long hours sitting around 
waiting for the other place in particular. I thank all the advisers. I also thank my staff. My staff were very pleasant 
to the opposition. However, the opposition took advantage of that and created a political circus. 

We have learned a lot through this process. We have learned that we cannot consult constructively with the 
opposition. People have said to me, “Never trust them, Rita.” I will not tell members opposite who keeps telling 
me that I should not trust the opposition. 

Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Each time they have said that, I have said, “Do you know what? It seems as though they are 
acting in good faith, they want to be constructive, and they want to go on the journey with us on this legislation.” 
However, it is clear that those people who keep saying that we should not trust the opposition are 100 per cent correct. 
Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: When the member for Bateman was a minister, I do not remember his staff giving me their direct 
telephone number and proactively engaging on legislation. I do not remember that. I do not believe the member 
for Bateman ever gave me access to his staff. His staff did not email me at all hours and on the weekends to make 
sure that I was comfortable with the legislation and I knew the process. I do not recall that ever happening from any 
staff member of the former government. 
It has been demonstrated once again by particular members of the upper house, who have nothing to do apart from 
organising preselections — 
Several members interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: They do have something to do—they run the party and organise preselections. 
Several members interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: They are active in certain communities. That is what they do. I do not see them ever wanting to take 
this state forward. As I said, we trusted the opposition. I remember the Planning and Development Amendment Bill. 
The opposition said how dare we give it a copy of the bill after we have introduced it, and not before. That is despite 
the fact that the normal course of business is that we give the opposition a bill only after we have introduced it. It is 
all about the other house. Therefore, this time, we gave the opposition an early concept of the bill so that we could 
see how we could work together to get this package of legislation through. No final decisions had been made. We 
just wanted to have a constructive and collaborative process. However, the opposition chose to play absolute politics. 
They chose to name and attack my staff member—something I have never done to the opposition. As I said, we have 
tried to be constructive on this bill. However, we have all learned that we should never trust the opposition and we 
should never work with the opposition, particularly in the upper house, because it abuses any trust that we give it. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Given that we are now in a debate — 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): We are not in a debate. The minister has made a number of 
observations. Perhaps you would like to consider the amendments in detail. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I would expect that we would go through this in a relatively collaborative fashion, as the 
opposition tends to do, particularly when it comes to matters COVID-19. I remind the minister that the Liberal Party 
has agreed to every piece of the government’s priority COVID legislation, as tenuous as that legislation might 
have been from time to time, simply because it had the word “COVID-19” in the short or long title. The opposition 
has been continually accommodating to the government, no matter the circumstances in which we have found 
ourselves and the short notice we have been given. 
We have seen some extraordinary behaviour on the part of the government. At one time, the government flagged 
legislation that contained a Henry VIII clause. A whole part of that legislation was devoted to empowering the 
Premier during this state of emergency. That clause was extraordinary in its overreach. The minister went on to 
suggest that somehow — 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Member for Dawesville, we have advisers in the chamber. 
I understand that you want to respond to an issue, but let us focus on the question, and I will give you an opportunity 
to respond. How about we focus on the fact that we have two advisers sitting in the chamber? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Of course. I value the time that all people have contributed to this legislation, most importantly 
the Liberal Party members in the upper house, who continue to do a fantastic job of the review functions that 
they undertake. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, I gave you the rope, let us not continue to — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Yes. Member for Dawesville. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: To be perfectly frank, I expected that this would be a relatively easy process, but, of course, 
we now find ourselves with the appetite to go through the amendments line by line. I think we might do that, if 
that is okay. With that in mind, amendment 1, which the government did not agree to, deals with the reference to 
“a prescribed enactment”. I am keen to understand why the government did not support this amendment and why 
we find it in this place. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: This amendment is to restrict the act. It will remove clause 13(4)(i), which refers to “a prescribed 
enactment”. If we need another piece of legislation, we cannot use that subclause, so we would have to bring in an 
amendment to the legislation, and that would limit our power to respond to a pandemic. 
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Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The government is accepting amendment 1 in this place because it limits the government’s 
ability to respond to a pandemic. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No. It is because the Liberal Party wants to play politics with a pandemic in the upper house. 
That is why. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Dawesville, this is fun. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I enjoy standing up and sitting down. It gives you a good quad work out. 
Can the minister explain perhaps how it limits the government’s ability to respond to a pandemic? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If we discover that we require an act that is not listed in the legislation, we would have to 
somehow, during a pandemic, bring in more legislation to amend the act. 
Dr D.J. Honey: There are no infections in the state. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: That is not helpful, member for Cottesloe. That is now in Hansard, so shush! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Liberal Party again dismisses the importance of having a pandemic in the state. As I said, 
the Liberal Party wanted to play politics in the upper house. We do not have the numbers in the upper house, so 
we have to accept some of the Liberal Party’s amendments; that is what happens. All I can do is ask the member for 
Dawesville whether his preselection is under threat. Is that why he has to sit in this chamber and be the mouthpiece 
for some of the members in the upper house, because that is not normally the case in this place? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: To be clear, minister, in the event of this reference being removed, the government would 
have to otherwise ensure that it goes through the legislative process to bring in to this place further legislation 
during a pandemic, which the government has already done 12 times, supported by the opposition and expeditiously 
ushered through both houses. Is the minister saying that because we will limit the clause, the government would 
have otherwise had the ability to introduce writ large any other legislation it saw fit, but would now have to go 
through a separate legislative process to ensure there is appropriate review and oversight by the Parliament? Does 
the government not agree with that? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No, we do not. There was appropriate governance; it was going to be through regulation. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: We would not have seen the regulations; is that right? 
Ms R. Saffioti: Where are the strings? 
The ACTING SPEAKER: We are on to amendment 2, which states — 

Clause 14, page 9, lines 11 to 16 — To delete the clause. 
Does the member for Dawesville want to go through this amendment line by line or can I put the question that 
amendments 1 to 9 be agreed to? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you very much, Acting Speaker. Indeed, I look forward to continuing to explore the 
amendments with the minister. 
Could the minister explain why lines 11 to 16 of clause 14 on page 9 are to be deleted? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Again, it is because the Liberal Party in the other place wanted to play politics with a pandemic. 
We thought the clause was reasonable, but to ensure support for the passage of the bill, we agreed to it. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Could the minister clarify that in the Legislative Council the government agreed to this 
amendment but not the previous amendment? The government has now agreed to amendment 2 in this chamber 
and in the other place. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I said we agreed to it. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: In the upper house as well? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: In that case, for some clarity on the government’s position on this amendment, why did the 
government not agree with the deletion of clause 13, but agree with the deletion of clause 14? How is that reconciled? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We could compromise on the deletion of clause 14. We had to accept the compromise on 
clause 13. That is the art of getting legislation through Parliament, especially when we do not have the numbers 
and the Liberal Party wants to play politics with a pandemic. Sometimes we have to compromise. As I said, the 
Liberal Party has played politics with a pandemic at every corner and will continue to, and here we are now. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I would hate to draw the minister’s attention to the fact that I believe it was her opening 
statement that created the situation in this place. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: I would hate to remind the member for Dawesville that he would not have this 
opportunity had I not ruled the way that I did, so let us move through the amendments. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The Acting Speaker is very generous. 

Could the minister confirm that the nine amendments we have before us were not all moved by the Liberal Party, 
which of course has only nine of the 36 members in the Legislative Council, and that amendments were moved by 
members of other parties in the other place? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Which ones were they, minister? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: They are on the notice paper. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: To clarify, the question was which of the nine amendments were moved by parties other 
than the Liberal Party? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member should ask the puppetmasters in the upper house. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Acting Speaker, I think there is a reflection, or an imputation, on members of the 
Legislative Council, which I believe is against standing orders, and I ask the minister to withdraw. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am not going to ask her to withdraw. I put this motion before. The member for 
Dawesville had an opportunity to go into consideration in detail on these amendments. We have two advisers here. 
The member was sitting in his chair when I put the motion and he allowed it to pass. We have an opportunity to 
have this debate in a manner that will move us through, so can we make that happen, member for Dawesville? 
I am sitting here and watching the debate, so think about that. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you very much, Acting Speaker. In that case, I will have to go through and reflect on 
which parties moved these amendments. Of course, I appreciate that the government is agreeing to amendment 2 
so we will move through. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: The next amendment is — 

Clause 15, page 9, line 23 — To delete the line. 

The question is that amendments 1 to 9 be agreed to. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: We are now on to the deletion of line 23 of clause 15 on page 9, which I believe is the 
reference to “a prescribed enactment”. I believe that applies to clauses 15, 16, 17 and 20, which are amendments 3, 
4, 5 and 6, as I am advised by the member for Carine. I assume this relates to the same answer the minister gave 
earlier that removing this reference means that the government would have to bring in separate legislation to 
respond to a pandemic if it found that other issues had arisen. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: In that case, I do not quite understand the need; why was that such an issue and why was 
the amendment opposed? I think the government opposed amendments 3, 4, 5 and 6 in the other place. I fail to see 
how having to bring in to Parliament separate legislation, if other matters are identified, is problematic. It has 
happened 12 or 13 times thus far. Why is this such a concern for the government? Why would the government oppose 
such a measure? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We have outlined it before. During a pandemic, we want the ability to respond to a crisis. The 
member may have different thoughts from the government, but the government should be empowered to respond 
to a crisis, and this gave it some ability to — 

Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Carine! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Liberal Party, as I said, has played politics with this pandemic — 

Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Carine, I call you to order for the first time. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Liberal Party has played politics with this from day one and it continues to do so. Advice 
from the legal teams, the State Solicitor’s Office and all the agencies has been that any state government should 
have the ability to prescribe other legislation through regulations. There was an oversight capacity that did not satisfy 
the members of the upper house, so here we are. As I said, to get legislation through, we have to compromise and 
that is what we did. 
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Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Does the minister have an understanding or anticipation about other legislation or other 
responses the government might have to bring about if such a situation arose? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Not at this stage. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Effectively, the removal of this line ensures that there is appropriate parliamentary oversight 
during the state of emergency. Is that correct? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No. The Liberal Party has again completely undermined the government’s ability to respond 
to a pandemic, like it did when it called for the hard borders to be removed, completely undermining the government’s 
handling of a pandemic situation. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Parliamentary oversight is an important practice that we are all assembled here today to deal 
with. I find it fascinating that the government would not want to ensure that there was appropriate review of any 
legislation that it would bring about in this place. It is a significant concern to all of us that if the government is so 
resistant to agreeing with the amendments in the Legislative Council, which we are dealing with today, yet it finds 
itself agreeing with them in this chamber, where it has a vast majority, clearly, it is rushing through legislation that 
would have otherwise given it superpowers to respond to the pandemic. Now, because we have to go back to the 
process and back to our parliamentary democracy, which has underpinned the very foundations of our state since 
responsible government, I do not see why the government of the day would have such an issue with that, unless there 
was something else to hide. I do not know. What other motivation is there that the Premier and his cabinet could have? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Dawesville is showing himself to be a great apprentice of Nick Goiran in the 
upper house. We know he holds the power and that he has sent the member for Dawesville to come in to show his 
leadership credentials. Obviously, I will sit here and watch it and maybe his colleagues will watch it too and think, 
“Hang on, maybe we should back this guy for leader.” 

Point of Order 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Point of order. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Points of order will be heard in silence. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: The minister is supposed to be responding to a question and instead we are getting a political 
diatribe. I think this is completely inappropriate and completely off the topic. The member for Dawesville is being 
lectured to. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Point of order! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am on my feet. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Sit down! I will listen to the point of order in silence. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: The member for Dawesville has been instructed to stick strictly to the topic, but the minister 
simply is not.  
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cottesloe, thank you very much. It is not a point of order. I can understand 
that you are upset. Does the Leader of the House have a point of order? I will take that as a response. Let us move on. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: In that case, we are now moving to the amendment of clause 16—the deletion of “a prescribed 
enactment” at page 10, line 13. Can the minister confirm that and again confirm why it is the government’s intent 
to oppose such an amendment in the upper house and why it is agreeing to it in the lower house? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We want to get this legislation through because it will help the government respond to a pandemic 
and prepare us to respond to a pandemic in the future. It is a compromise, because the Liberal Party has played 
politics with this pandemic from day one. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you, minister, for the response. 
Ms R. Saffioti: They’d be happy with you. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Is the minister happy with me? 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Shoosh, both of you. Leader of the House, speak again and I will call you. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The effect again throughout this, which I do not quite understand, is why the government 
opposed this in the other place. I remind the minister that our party has nine members in the Legislative Council 
and, except for the Labor Party, all 36 members of the Legislative Council agreed to this amendment. Why does 
the Labor Party have such an aversion to transparency and accountability to the Parliament? 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Liberal Party has tried to play politics with the pandemic from day one. It has never trusted 
the government to handle a pandemic. It has questioned all the decisions; for example, it repeatedly called for us 
to bring the borders down. 
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Carine! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The idea — 
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: How is that high school that you have basically misled the public about, member for Carine? 
How is that? 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Come on, minister. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Well, he was talking about trust. 
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Carine, take out your standing orders, open it to page 48, look at standing 
order 83 and have a think about that for a little while before I call you again, okay? 
Mr A. Krsticevic: I need a copy. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: You will get a copy. Look at page 48, standing order 83. Thank you, member for Carine. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In response to that point, it appears that the Liberal Party wants to be involved in every decision 
made during the pandemic. Let us go through that. If the Liberal Party was involved in all decision-making, the border 
would be down and there would be community spread. That is the reality. That is what the member is putting to me—
that the party that was on television and in this chamber begging for the borders to come down should be involved in 
every part of that decision-making. The Liberal Party has demonstrated it is not fit to be part of that decision-making. 
Regarding this deleted line, it was all about good government and making sure a government can make key decisions. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Of course, I have to entirely disagree with the minister. If the government had paid attention 
to the Liberal Party, it would have closed the borders sooner, because only the Liberal Party called for the borders 
to be closed in the first place. 
Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Point of order — 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Leader of the House, I call you to order for the first time. You were 
warned. Members, can I remind you that we are at the consideration in detail stage on the consideration of these 
amendments. This is not a general debate. Can we get back to the debate on the amendments please. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There was a point of order. The member is clearly misleading the chamber on this issue. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: There is no point of order, minister. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I remind the minister that this amendment happens to deal with this clause, in particular, to 
transparency and accountability. If we want to talk about transparent decision-making, only the Liberal Party called 
for the borders to be closed in the first instance. 
Ms C.M. Rowe interjected. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: That is the appropriate record here; that is the truth, member for Belmont. If the Labor Party 
continues to ignore the truth, reject the reality and substitute it for its own, that is what we are going to be faced 
with in this place. It continues to find itself at odds with the truth. It continues to find itself trying its best to add 
as much political spin as it can. 
Ms C.M. Rowe interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Belmont, shoosh. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: That is why in the other place all parties except the Labor Party sought to agree to this 
amendment. I am surprised the government rejects transparency and accountability in such a concerning manner. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Interesting fact: who is the other person in Australia running that line about the hard border? It is 
Clive Palmer. Clive Palmer and the member for Dawesville are on a unity ticket with that claim, because Clive Palmer 
is running that in his ads. Did the member for Dawesville write those ads for Clive Palmer? They are exactly the ads 
that Clive Palmer is using. The Liberal Party sided with Clive Palmer, it sided with the federal Liberal Party and 
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it wanted those borders down. That is the Liberal Party and that is how the Liberal Party would have handled the 
pandemic in this state.  
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I appreciate the Acting Speaker giving the minister an opportunity to talk about Clive Palmer, 
so, of course, I expect to be given the opportunity to respond with similar leniency. Of course, the minister is 
wrong in this case. Of course, what she said is not the case. The Liberal Party has nothing to do with Clive Palmer 
whatsoever. It is nothing but spin and unsubstantiated claims by this minister in this place. 
This clause sought to deal with an important level of transparency and accountability to ensure that, if needed, 
Parliament would have the appropriate opportunity to see the government’s intent with legislation, and to scrutinise 
it appropriately. 
Ms R. Saffioti: You met with Clive Palmer. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Never in my life. Importantly, this is the type of spin that we get from — 
Ms R. Saffioti: You’re sure? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Absolutely. This is the type of spin that we get from the government every single day of the 
week. It likes to imagine — 
Dr D.J. Honey interjected. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Minister! Member for Cottesloe, would you like to be called? 
Dr D.J. Honey: No. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: In any case, I look forward to this amendment being put and the government agreeing to it. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I will make a brief point. I think we are at the very end of this conversation. Obviously, the 
discussion has not been about each amendment all the way through. A few interesting discussions took place in the 
other place. I believe that in the end, the debate was guillotined; it ended quite abruptly. However, I enjoyed watching 
some of the discussions and I thought that the contribution of Legislative Council members should be appreciated 
for undertaking the task of—at least Nationals WA members did—diligently going through the legislation line by 
line, as they are required to do, to make necessary amendments to ensure that there were no unforeseen mistakes. 
A couple of mistakes were detected, and one of these amendments is a tidy up of an error in the legislation. That 
is part of the role of the Legislative Council. That process takes time. I do not agree that every debate and every 
discussion that takes place in the Council is designed to hold up the government or to be obtuse. Council members 
undertake their task diligently, and I place on record my support for the National Party members in the other place 
and the contribution they make to legislation in Parliament. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Amendment 5 states — 

Clause 17, page 10, line 22 — To delete the line. 
I believe this deals with “prescribed enactment”. I ask the minister: why did the government disagree with it in the 
Legislative Council but finds itself agreeing with the amendment here? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Liberal Party wants to play politics with the pandemic. Again, agreeing to this amendment 
allows the government to handle these situations in a faster process. The Liberal Party wanted to bring the borders 
down; it now wants to change the legislation. We do not have the numbers in the upper house, so I think we stayed 
silent on the vote or voted against the amendment. Now, we amend the bill in the lower house because we need 
the legislation. 
As I said, if the member for Dawesville is wanting to shore up his preselection, he is doing a very good job for 
Hon Nick Goiran. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: We find ourselves in a state of emergency here in Western Australia with extraordinary 
powers granted to the WA Police Force and the Chief Health Officer — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Dawesville, are you still on amendment 5? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Indeed, I am, Acting Speaker. I am specifically on clause 17, page 10, line 22, and 
“prescribed enactment”. The inclusion of those words would have given the government an open book to do what 
it likes in introducing new laws into the state without parliamentary oversight, which, of course, would be cause 
for concern for any elected member in this place who has sworn the oath to serve the people of Western Australia. 
Given that we are in a state of emergency, I would be concerned by the inclusion of those words with the extraordinary 
powers already granted to police and the Chief Health Officer with which the entire city could be locked down 
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and people’s behaviour directed. What other legislation or powers did the government have in mind when it sought 
to include “prescribed enactment” in the first instance? If this provision had stayed in the bill, what other secret 
laws would the government seek to bring about? If this provision had stayed and the upper house had not voted 
together with every single party except the Labor Party to knock out this “prescribed enactment” provision, what 
other restrictions on people’s freedoms would the government seek to bring about? What other plans are there, 
minister? Tell us now. The minister is part of cabinet. What other secret powers or plans does the government have 
to restrict the freedoms of the people of Western Australia? 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Dawesville! Minister, of those questions, all you have to answer are the 
ones referring to clause 17, page 10, line 22. You do not have to answer the hypothetical questions. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: This is the opposition that wanted to bring the borders down. The Leader of the Opposition 
was calling on us to let Clive Palmer in. Do members remember that? Why do we not let Clive Palmer in? That is 
what the Leader of the Opposition was saying: Why are we not letting Clive Palmer in? Why do we have hard 
borders? This is from the Liberal Party that does secret preference deals with Clive Palmer time and time again. 
Liberal Party members got in federally as a result of Clive Palmer’s advertising campaign. Secret deals? The 
Liberal Party should tell us why it is running the same lines as Clive Palmer’s ads. Why is it that the exact words 
that Clive Palmer uses in his ads are being repeated by the member for Dawesville in this chamber today? He is 
repeating exactly the same lines. 

We know that Hon Nick Goiran controls the Liberal Party. The poor member for Bateman is sat out on the side 
benches over there because he does not follow what the “real” leader of the Liberal Party says every day, so he is 
left right out. The member for Dawesville is in here trying to prove himself up as the next leader; that is what he 
is doing. I am sure that Hon Nick Goiran is sitting there saying, “I’m so proud of him. Look at him; I’m so proud 
of him. He’s playing politics with a pandemic. He’s arguing against sensible government. It’s exactly what I’ve 
taught this young one to do.” That is what has happened in the Liberal Party. 

Point of Order 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I draw the Acting Speaker’s attention to standing order 94, which states — 

(1) A member’s speech must be relevant to the question under discussion. 

The speech, or diatribe, is nothing whatsoever to do with the point that is under discussion. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: This is the member for Cottesloe who at the opening of One Subiaco was enjoying sitting in 
the front row of a new multi-unit development in Subiaco by developers he has named in this place. That is the 
member for Cottesloe. 

In relation to this debate, as I said, I say thank you to the Nationals for their constructive work in the other place. 
I thank all my advisers for their patience regarding what happened in the other place. As I said, the abuse of the 
goodwill that we showed in working with the Liberal Party is something that I will never forget—and the fact that 
we were trying to work collaboratively with the Liberal Party. 

As I said, if this is the member for Dawesville’s interview performance, keep going! I am sure he will be very happy. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I continue with amendment 5. Of course, I entirely refute the minister’s assertions that 
somehow there are some secret deals going on, but we know the high level of secrecy that we continually see 
orchestrated by this government is absolutely founded in the words to be removed by this amendment. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: It seems to me that the government lets a lot of people into the state inconsistently from 
time to time, but anyway! 

Dr D.J. Honey interjected. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Footballers’ partners is a good start. Nine footballers’ wives and girlfriends were allowed. That 
is something. They were from Victoria. That is unusual. Why bring back five nurses from Western Australia who 
have COVID-19 when the government will let in footballers’ wives! But anyway. That seems a little bit inconsistent. 

Ms R. Saffioti: Are you referring to someone who you are too gutless to say? 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am not too gutless, minister. I will tell you. That is exactly what we are suggesting. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
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Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Oh, the minister is very kind! 

In any case, we know that the transparency and accountability of this government and the way it operates has 
gone missing. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: There is no secret deal. The only secrecy is in relation to the powers that the government 
was going to bring in. Thank God that the upper house knocked out that provision. Every single party except 
the government party sought to knock out the words in this provision, because obviously in a state of emergency 
when the Chief Health Officer already has extraordinary powers in directions he can issue to the people of 
Western Australia, and the extraordinary powers given to the Western Australia Police Force, evidently, there was 
a deal within the government that it needed more powers. Perhaps those powers would continue to restrict the 
freedoms of certain individuals and Western Australians. We do not know what those powers will be, because, 
thankfully, this clause has been knocked out. There is no secret deal, but there are, evidently, secret powers 
manifesting themselves within cabinet and the government of Western Australia, which was clearly going to bring 
about some increased restrictions on the liberties and freedoms of the people of Western Australia. It is very 
concerning. I am glad that the government in this place is agreeing to the deletion, even though it disagreed with 
it in the upper house. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, the question is that amendments 1 to 9 be agreed to. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Acting Speaker — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Dawesville. 

Point of Order 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Members cannot speak twice. The member just sat down. He cannot receive the call again. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: We are on the debate, not the actual — 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No. The member cannot ever have two calls in a row. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: Not in consideration in detail — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): Thank you, members; I cannot hear. Yes, the minister is correct. 
You cannot speak twice on one question. The question is that amendments 1 to 9 be agreed to. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: The minister has made a lot of references to the border and who made what decisions. 
If the minister went to WAtoday and or even Hansard, she would see that in early March this year, it was the 
WA Liberal Party that was calling for the border to be closed. The Premier said that it was a stupid idea. The Treasurer 
and the Minister for Health said that it was a stupid idea and it was not going to happen. I will quote a WAtoday 
article by Nathan Hondros on 3 August 2020. It says — 

It seems like a lifetime ago, but in March when WA Opposition Leader Liza Harvey first proposed closing 
WA’s borders, the idea was rubbished by Premier Mark McGowan and his ministers. 

I suggest that the quotes that have been found in the paper were probably taken from Hansard and from the Premier’s 
media statements and interviews. Be honest with the people of Western Australia, because the truth is that we were 
the ones who were calling for the border to be closed. The government refused to do it. At national cabinet, when 
other states decided to close their borders, that is when the Premier jumped on board. Other people decided to do 
it first. Then he decided to follow suit. 

It is not about trying to mislead the people of Western Australia. Be honest. We both wanted the border to be closed. 
The government wanted it to be closed at the end of March. We wanted it to be closed at the beginning of March 
and the government decided to do it when it became politically obvious that everybody else was doing it. We wanted 
to do it because we were showing leadership to protect the people of Western Australia at that time. There is no 
point in trying to pretend to win points in this place by misleading the people. It is obvious. Everybody here knows 
the answer. Do members really think that people in Western Australia are going to read Hansard and say, “So, the 
minister said this, but we know it’s not true. She’s trying to rewrite history”? Just tell the truth. It is not that big 
a deal. It is not hard to be honest on this particular point. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Every time the member for Carine gets to his feet, I say, “Thank goodness he is the member 
for Carine and they did not give that seat to anyone with ability.” That is what I think. Every time he stands up, 
I think, “Thank goodness that blue-ribbon seat has been given to that number-cruncher in the northern suburbs.” 
Thank goodness. I want to quote something from 18 March. The member for Carine referred to the national cabinet. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 9 September 2020] 

 p5577b-5589a 
Ms Rita Saffioti; Mr Zak Kirkup; Dr David Honey; Mr David Templeman; Mr Shane Love; Mr Bill Johnston; 

Mr Tony Krsticevic 

 [10] 

I think out of everyone in Australia, he would be the last person who knows what is going on in national cabinet. 
Honestly! In referring to the quote from the member for Carine, in case anyone out there reads Hansard, this is 
what the Leader of the Opposition said — 

If members go back and check the Hansard, they will see that I did not call for travel to stop or borders 
to be closed … 

That was in March. Then, of course, Liberal members said, “Let Clive Palmer in and let the border come down.” 
That is what they said again and again, and everyone knows that. I know that the member for Churchlands—I have 
gone through his Facebook posts—never supported it on Facebook and social media because he knew what a stupid 
position the Leader of the Opposition took. The member for Dawesville is loyal, as we have seen—until it is time 
not to be loyal, I suspect. The member for Dawesville backed the Leader of the Opposition about bringing down the 
border and letting Clive Palmer in. I will not go through the Facebook comments that the member for Dawesville 
referred to, but they were not very positive. The idea that Hansard and audio and video recordings do not exist 
and that nowhere on record do we have the Leader of the Opposition saying that the border should come down is 
completely false. There is a mountain of information. We did not need to tell people. The community saw it on 
TV. As I said, the wise member for Churchlands basically said in this chamber that he never repeated what the 
Leader of the Opposition said. I checked on that just to see whether the member for Churchlands was telling the 
truth. The member for Churchlands was right; he never echoed what the Leader of the Opposition said. But 
some did. The current member for Dawesville did—and he is soon to be, I would say, not too well supported by 
all those constituents. 

I would not be so presumptuous, as the member for Dawesville was when he came into this chamber time and again 
and tried to freak out or embarrass our backbenchers about their margins. Remember that, everybody? The member 
for Dawesville came into this place — 
Several members interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It seemed a very long time ago. It was about a year ago, I think. He came into this place, riding 
the wave of the successful campaign of the federal Liberal Party, which basically won because of Clive Palmer, 
and does the member for Belmont remember what he did? He went through all the margins and tried to say that 
members would lose their seats at the next election. I would not be so presumptuous as to do the same in this place, 
but it is ironic — 
Mr D.A. Templeman: It’s not in your nature! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No, it is not. It is in my nature to be a lot of things, but not that! 
Getting back to the issue, the Liberal Party wanted to bring down the border. Now it is trying to rewrite history. Every 
time the member for Carine stands up, I say, “Thank goodness the Liberal Party gave us the member for Carine.” 
That seat could have been held by a lot of different people, but it is held by this member for Carine. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): Members, I would like to bring you back to the question, which 
is that amendments 1 to 9 be agreed to. I understand that we are on clause 17 and line 22 on page 10. It would be 
good to get this done this afternoon. I am not sure whether the taxpayers are getting value for money out of you at 
the moment! 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I will just draw the minister’s attention to a statement made by the Premier in this place on 
Tuesday, 17 March. I will quote it, given that the member for Carine has rightly pointed out the position of the 
government on the border. It was made in response to a question asked during question time. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Read the question. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I can take the time, as long as the minister does not jump up on me when I finish it. The 
question was — 

I note the recommendations from the tertiary hospitals medical leads advisory board. Will the Premier 
immediately support the recommendations of the health experts and doctors on the frontline of the 
coronavirus fight “by extending isolation restrictions to include all personal interstate travel”? 

That is, of course, the way that the medical leads expected a border to be put in place. This was the Premier’s response 
to that question. He referred to raising the issue with the national cabinet, and there is a paragraph on it, but he 
noted the following — 

I want to outline to the house the implications of closing the border with the eastern states. A range of 
Western Australians need to go east to obtain medical advice and medical attention and have operations 
and the like. It would impact the supply of important medicines and provisions for Western Australia. It 
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would impact and stop the supply of important goods coming from the east, including a great deal of our 
fresh food. 

This is the bizarre part — 
It would disrupt and stop the supply of Kleenex tissues and toilet paper to our supermarkets in 
Western Australia. It would severely disrupt the mining industry in Western Australia, a number of whose 
employees live in the east and come to the west. It would disrupt a range of markets that our goods go to 
in the east because obviously once a truck driver, a train driver or the like take goods to the east, they 
cannot come home. 
Obviously at a personal level, a range of Western Australians might have elderly parents in the east who 
might be sick or dying and we would be telling those people they cannot see their family members. All I am 
saying to members is that although it might superficially sound like an easy thing to say or do, there would 
be severe implications for all Australians and all Western Australians were we to attempt such a measure. 

On 17 March, the Premier refused to heed the advice of the opposition and the lead medical teams, which were 
asking for a hard border to be put in place. That is fact. On 17 March, the Liberal Party and Nationals WA were 
calling for it. We are dealing with these amendments because, of course, we are dealing with legislation to respond 
to COVID-19 and the prescribed enactment clause that has been deleted as part of clause 17 on page 10, line 22 
seeks to make sure that if the government seeks to introduce further extraordinary powers—secret powers—over 
the people of Western Australia, there will be a level of parliamentary accountability because we know that this 
cabinet and government spin their way through as much as possible and mislead the people of Western Australia. 
The government is using spin to cast the Liberal Party as somehow not being in favour of the hard border when, 
indeed, we all know that it was the Liberal Party that called for it in the first place and it was the lead medical teams 
that called for it in the first place and it was this government and this Premier who said that the idea should not be 
pursued. That is disappointing. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I refer to the comments made on 18 May by the Leader of the Opposition, who stated — 
Yesterday, I asked a question of the Premier in response to the tertiary hospitals medical leads advisory 
board, which had recommended extending isolation restrictions to include all personal interstate travel. 
That is very different from calling for interstate travel to be banned and borders to be closed, which is 
actually not what I was calling for at all. If members go back and check the Hansard … 

The Leader of the Opposition asked members to go back and check the Hansard — 
They will see that I did not call for travel to stop or borders to be closed … 

The member for Dawesville’s leader said that she did not call for borders to be closed. That is what she said that the 
day after the statement. The member for Dawesville’s leader is on record saying, “I did not call for the borders to be 
closed.” It is clear. She said that she did not call for the borders to be closed but in May she said, “Bring the borders 
down.” That is what happened repeatedly. If the Leader of the Opposition did not say, “Bring the borders down”, 
why did the member for Dawesville reinforce her calls? Of course she said, “Bring the borders down.” The member 
for Dawesville reinforced those calls. I will not read the hundreds of awful comments made about the member for 
Dawesville when he called for the border to be closed and he supported Clive Palmer, because they are nasty. The 
community is not stupid—does the member not know that? They saw the member’s leader on television time and 
again. I remember seeing the Leader of the Opposition and, I think, the member for Darling Range outside Dome 
in Kingsley for a press conference. I watched it live on WAMN news that afternoon. I was interested to see what 
was happening. The Leader of the Opposition was all over the place. I took a screenshot of some of the comments 
but I will not refer to them either. The community knows that if the Liberal Party had been in government, it would 
have brought down the border in May. As soon as one business industry group called for it, it would have done it. 
Everyone knows that. The Liberal Party and Clive Palmer are trying to run a particular line that no-one is buying. It 
is dangerous for the Liberal Party to run the same line as Clive Palmer because everyone will share my assumption 
that the Liberal Party campaign effort and the Clive Palmer campaign effort are centrally driven by the same people 
because they are very similar. Indeed, they are one and the same in both their language and some of the points that 
are made. I think I know who is behind it all but I will not mention a name in this place. The Clive Palmer advertisements 
and the Liberal Party’s attempt to rewrite history are very similar and it is dangerous territory for the Liberal Party. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to the sixth amendment, which is to delete line 25 of clause 20, which is a prescribed 
enactment. Can the minister outline to the house why it was necessary to agree with the amendment in this place 
when the government disagreed with it in the Legislative Council? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As I said, getting legislation through the upper house is all about compromise. We do not have 
the numbers in the upper house. The Liberal Party has the numbers and it wants to continue to play politics on 
every part of this pandemic. 
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Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Picking up on the minister’s comment about the previous clause, it is important to note 
one thing. In the last week in this place, the Attorney General noted that it was the Leader of the Opposition who 
first called for the border to be closed. That is matter of fact and is in Hansard. I do not know; there are some 
inconsistencies with the government’s approach with ministers either acknowledging things or trying to spin their 
way out of different things. I appreciate that the minister said that she would not read the comments from my 
Facebook page. Many of those comments were not made by anyone in my district. 
Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Member for Mandurah, oddly enough, most of them were not made by people in my district 
and, oddly enough, most of them had links back to the organisational wing of the Labor Party. I find that fascinating 
but I look forward — 
Mr W.J. Johnston: That is made up! 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: No, it is not made up all. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Yes, it is. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: No, it is not. Has the member for Cannington gone through them? 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Yes, absolutely. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Okay, you name me one person. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I do not have it in front of me and I do not know off the top of my head the names of each 
of the 31 500 people I have the privilege of representing but, member for Cannington, I absolutely went through 
and made sure that if the people in my district had raised concerns, I would talk to them about those concerns. The 
majority were not members of my constituency. Instead, when we looked through them we found that they were 
all Labor Party–initiated trolls. I thank the minister for not divulging those comments — 
Mr W.J. Johnston: It’s a fabrication. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: No, it is not a fabrication at all. The Labor Party conducts this all the time. The Labor Party 
goes through the dark arts and makes sure that it trolls and abuses members of the Liberal Party regularly on social 
media. That is exactly what happened in this case. I know that the member for Cannington would never have done 
that when he was state secretary but it is happening now. I look forward to the member for Cannington standing in 
this place to reject that and put his word on the line by saying that the Labor Party does not do it. I can tell him that 
the Liberal Party never does it but its members are victims of it orchestrated by the Labor Party of Western Australia. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: What rubbish! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, minister! 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I refer to transparency on the border issue. We have been focusing on the Premier and his 
views but the WAtoday article also refers to comments by the Treasurer, who is in the chamber. The article quotes 
him as saying — 

Treasurer Ben Wyatt was even more strident and called the opposition hypocritical for pushing the idea. 
He suggested an open border—our ability to ship our goods, to trade, to keep our products moving through 
our ports—was “the one thing we have to protect in this state” from the economic misery ahead. 

The Deputy Premier; Minister for Health was quoted as saying — 

“Well, there’s a little thing called the constitution and it’s really up to the national response in terms of 
how we can appropriately manage the public health risk in Western Australia,” … 

Further, he states — 

… we can’t turn around and say one Australian cannot meet and visit another Australian.” 

In addition to the Minister for Health having made statements along those lines, so, too, have the Treasurer and 
the Premier. The Attorney General indicated in this Parliament that it was the Leader of the Opposition who first 
suggested this idea. It is pretty obvious that there is plenty on the public record to indicate that. The Liberal Party 
continues to be very supportive of the hard border. When people talk about the way ahead, it is a conversation about 
trying to work together for the benefit for all Western Australians but also remembering that we are also Australians. 
I do not want this government to take the line of other state governments that have said, “Australians aren’t 
welcome in our hospitals. Australians aren’t welcome to receive medical treatment because we deal with only 
those people who live in our state.” It started getting tribal. I think that the way this is heading is a real disgrace for 
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Australians more broadly. It is disappointing that we are not doing this in a bipartisan way, and that the Labor Party 
wants to play politics with this rather than be honest.  

Ultimately, we all have the interests of Western Australians and their health at heart. All of us have parents and 
grandparents who are vulnerable. I would assume that everybody wants to protect their loved ones, but the 
Labor Party seems to have a view that nobody other than people in the Labor Party care about their loved ones, 
and that nobody other than people in the Labor Party care about their friends and family. It is just hypocritical and 
so stupid. The fact that the Labor Party has even pushed that argument shows the level of incompetence in its 
grasp and understanding of the reality that we live in. I understand that the Labor Party is playing politics and 
trying to play these stupid little games, but we are talking about human beings in a pandemic. Unfortunately, the 
Labor Party is treating it as a game. It is treating it as though the Liberal Party, which has only nine members 
out of 36 in the upper house, is somehow controlling the world that it works in. There are a lot of members up 
there from a lot of parties, including the Greens, the Nationals WA, the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party, the 
Liberal Party and One Nation. If the Labor Party is not convincing any of them and everybody is against the 
Labor Party, it has to ask itself: are they against it because it is playing politics and they are trying to be genuine, 
or are they against it because it is just incompetent and coming up with stupidity? It is one of the two: either the 
Labor Party is incompetent or it is playing political games. I assume it is one of those two; some people might 
think it is both of them. 

The minister’s display here today is an example of that incompetence. Yes, she can get personal and try to put 
people down, which is what she does when she has nothing substantial to win her argument, but that is going to get 
the minister nowhere. That is just a bit of fun and theatre. Fantastic—great! It does not really mean much; it just 
washes over people. The minister should be honest. She should show us that she is actually a minister who cares, 
who takes her job seriously and is here to look after the people of Western Australia as a representative of this 
Parliament and a representative of the executive, rather than playing these cheap, stupid, political games. I have 
said many times before that the Premier needs to be a statesman, not a gutter politician. He needs to be a statesman, 
and playing in gutter politics at this point in time is not appropriate. It is something we should not be doing. It is 
actually a disgrace to the entire Parliament that it has descended into this. I am sure the minister will keep doing 
it, because she does not really care, because that is what she likes to do, if we resort back to the minister’s position 
of strength, but I would hope that she is learning something out of this process. I would hope that she is taking 
this seriously. In many years to come, when the minister has retired or has left this Parliament, she can look 
back at her career and say, “You know what? I wasn’t a gutter politician; I wasn’t one of those people who just 
muck raked. I was genuine; I was real and sincere in what I tried to do in this place.” That is what it is really 
about when someone leaves this place. Hopefully, the minister will wake up. I do not understand why people 
have to descend to the gutter all the time.  
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I move to proposed amendment 7, which is — 

Clause 30, page 19, line 6 — To delete “section 3; and” and substitute — 
section 3(a) or (b); and 

After the exceptional contribution by the member for Carine, I was hoping that the minister might be able to provide 
us with some information as to why the government wants to delete “section 3” and insert “section 3(a) or 3(b)”. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Clauses 30 and 31 permit decision-makers to alter time frames for authorisations and modify 
or remove conditions of authorisations. The proposed amendments would mean that a decision-maker could not 
exercise a power in response to economic problems caused by COVID-19. We accepted that we would remove 
the power being exercised for economic purposes. Again, we had to compromise on these clauses, and that is one 
we compromised on. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I thank the minister for that response. I assume that deleting the reference to “section 3” 
does not substantially change the nature of what was originally intended within the legislation. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We would have preferred the community to benefit from this power to ensure economic recovery 
in such a time that we need those particular powers, but we had to compromise. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I might have been misreading and I apologise. There is now the deletion of the words — 

the order is made before the original expiry day for the authorisation; 
Am I looking at the right area for that? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The effect of the proposed amendment is that proposed section 30(2)(a) will refer to only proposed 
sections 3(a) and 3(b) and not the entirety of proposed section 3. Proposed section 3 includes economic recovery. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Minister, I appreciate that response. In that case, can we move to proposed amendment 9, 
which is an amendment to the long title. With your indulgence, Mr Acting Speaker, I understand that the proposed 
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amendment is for the removal of the words “immediately before” in the long title. I will go to that. The original 
dot point in the long title states that this legislation will — 

… validate certain actions taken immediately before, during or following the state of emergency declared 
in relation to the pandemic on 16 March … 

I am just curious: what was the “immediately before” part? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It was a drafting error, so it will be removed. Its inclusion had no effect in the bill, but it was 
a drafting error that could be removed. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Did the government identify that as a drafting error? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I think that it was picked up during the debate in the upper house. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Going through the debate in Hansard, I understand there was a suggestion that there may 
have been a meeting held perhaps the day before the pandemic or state of emergency was declared. I would like 
to clarify that, because there seemed to be a bit of confusion in the other place about the timing. I am keen to 
understand whether the minister can shed any light on it. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There was an initial thought that there potentially was a meeting held just prior to the pandemic 
being declared. During drafting, it was realised that no meeting was held beforehand, but the subsequent change 
to the bill did not occur; that is why it is a drafting error. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Perhaps the minister has clarified it, but there was concern expressed, and certainly I had concerns 
during the debate, that actions may have been carried out before that would not otherwise have been legal. Is the 
minister confident that none of those actions occurred? I am not making an allegation; I just want clarity, because 
that was certainly a concern I had during the debate on this bill. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The legislation provides the time frame, so the issue that the member has raised will not be allowed. 
Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 
The Council acquainted accordingly. 
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