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SESSIONAL ORDER, CONTINUATION AND AMENDMENT 
Motion 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [4.29 pm]:  I move -  
That the orders adopted and in force on 20 March 2003 relating to the days and times of sittings of the 
Council and for the transaction of business - 
1. Are amended as follows -  

Clause 1 
Schedule 1 is deleted and the following is substituted -  

“ 
Schedule 1 

Sittings for Calendar 2004 
NB - House will not sit on Friday in weeks 4, 8, 11, 15, 17. 

Subject to proclamation, House will sit at Kalgoorlie-Boulder week 15. 
 Month/Days Week # 
Tuesday March 2 - Friday March 5  1 
Tuesday March 9 - Friday March 12  2 

2 week adjournment 
Tuesday March 30 - Friday April 2  3 
Tuesday April 6 - Thursday April 8  4 

3 week adjournment 
Tuesday May 4 - Friday May 7  5 
Tuesday May 11 - Friday May 14  6 

2 week adjournment 
Tuesday 1 June - Friday June 4  7 
Tuesday June 8 - Thursday June 10  8 

1 week adjournment 
Tuesday June 22 - Friday June 25  9 
Tuesday June 29 - Friday July 2  10 

3 week adjournment 
 Wednesday July 28  11 

2 week adjournment 
Tuesday August 17 - Friday August 20  12 
Tuesday August 24 - Friday August 27  13 

3 week adjournment 
Tuesday September 21 - Friday September 24  14 
Tuesday September 28 - Wednesday September 29  15 

2 week adjournment 
Tuesday October 19 - Friday October 22  16 
Tuesday October 26 - Thursday October 28  17 

1 week adjournment 
Tuesday November 9 - Friday November 12  18 
Tuesday November 16 - Friday November 19  19 

Clause 2 
(1) Subclause (1) is amended by inserting at the beginning the words -  

“Unless otherwise ordered and subject to Schedule 1,”. 

(2) Subclause (2) is amended by deleting “5.10 pm” and substituting “4.25 pm”. 
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(3) Subclause (3) is amended by deleting all words after “7.30 pm” and substituting -  

“4.15 and 4.30 pm on Wednesday and Thursday”. 

(4) After subclause (3) the following is inserted -  

“  

(4) The question on a motion to vary a provision of subclause (1) cannot 
pass without an affirmative vote of an absolute majority. 

           ”. 

Clause 4 
(1) Subclause (4) is amended by deleting “5.00 pm” and “4.00 pm” and substituting “4.30 

pm” and “12.30 pm” respectively. 

(2) The following subclause is inserted -  

“ 

(5) If, under clause 5(5), there is no business or consideration of such 
business is disposed of before the expiry of the time reserved, the 
House is to proceed to the orders of the day in a sequence determined 
by the Leader of the House. 

             ”. 

Clause 5 
Subclause (5) is amended by deleting “05.00 pm” and substituting “4.15 pm”. 

Clause 6 
(1) Subclause (1) is amended by deleting “5.00 pm” and substituting “4.15 pm”. 

(2) Subclause (2) is amended by deleting “330” and substituting “270”; 

2. Are continued and lapse on December 31 2004. 

Importantly, part 2 refers to the continuation of the sessional order itself.   

I will speak briefly to the motion.  The first part of the motion inserts the schedule outlining the sitting days and 
weeks as they have been negotiated.  They do not necessarily represent everyone’s particular point of view, but 
they are the most effective compromise of the sitting days and weeks that we have been able to reach.   

Honourable members will notice that in a number, although not all, of the sitting weeks, there will be no sitting on 
the Friday.  I understand many members are unhappy about the Friday sitting.  We have not been able to reach 
quite the agreement that they would like.  Nonetheless, one of the major changes we have made to the sessional 
order has been to not schedule Friday sittings in a number of weeks.  The other major change is the attempt we 
have made to standardise question time.  That will take place at 4.30 pm on Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Thursdays.  
The significant change is to the Friday sitting, for which questions will move from 4.00 pm to 12.30 pm.  

I do not think there is much more comment I need to make on the specifics of the changes.  I want to express 
gratitude to my colleagues Hon Louise Pratt and Hon Ken Travers and also to the Leader of the Opposition.  In 
the case of my two colleagues on this side -  

Hon Ken Travers:  Louise deserves the credit.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes; Hon Louise Pratt did most of the work.  I felt that I was not progressing the negotiations 
on the sessional order quickly enough, and Hon Louise Pratt in particular generously offered to provide some 
assistance.  I know that she was able to work with many members of the House on their preferences in relation to 
the shape of the sessional order or, indeed, whether we should have the sessional order at all, and also discuss the 
question of sitting weeks.  I am very grateful to Hon Louise Pratt for doing that. 

I will go through a couple of the issues that were raised, because I have already acknowledged that this is not an 
arrangement that suits everyone.  First, let me acknowledge the role that the Leader of the Opposition has played 
in this.  If it were not for the willingness that the Leader of the Opposition showed right from the very start when 
we began the process of addressing the productivity of this Chamber and the effectiveness of the working hours 
that we have, I do not think we would have got anywhere.  I certainly give full credit to the Leader of the Opposition 
for making this work.  He has played a key role in it.   
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There was resistance to adding an additional week to the initially proposed schedule.  The Government proposed 
that we add another week in November 2004, notwithstanding it is a year running into an election year.  It just 
seemed to me that an additional week’s sitting would probably be required at the end of November in order for us 
to avoid the crunch that we get every year, as we have discovered this week.  Members felt that that was not 
acceptable, so we have gone ahead with the initially proposed schedule.  

Some members wanted to start at 2.00 pm on Tuesdays, but that does interfere with party meetings of the major 
parties.  There was a suggestion that we finish at 9.00 pm on Tuesdays.  I do not think that is something we could 
attain, although I am happy to take that on board as a suggestion.  There was some clear support for retaining the 
one-and-a-half-hour dinner break, which surprised me a little.  I thought we might have been able to trim that back 
to one hour.  While that was canvassed, there was very clear support for one and a half hours.  There was also a 
suggestion that we sit on only every second Friday, so that country members could go home on Thursday nights.  
We have achieved part of that, I think, in the proposed schedule.  There was a suggestion that we sit on Wednesday 
evenings, and that was supported by some members.  Some members - the Greens in particular - were keen to start 
later in the day, because they wanted additional time to prepare for what was coming up each day.  I imagine other 
members will find that difficulty as well, particularly on Wednesdays, Thursdays and Fridays.   

There was strong support for standardisation of question time.  I believe we have, by and large, now achieved that.  
Some disagree with the Friday morning question time - they were seeking a standardised question time.  I am more 
than happy for us to trial the Friday 12.30 pm question time, because I believe it will provide some unique 
opportunities.  Some members suggested that a longer daily question time should be introduced - say, 45 minutes 
for Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Thursdays - but that there should be no question time at all on Fridays.  I was quite 
keen on that proposition, given that we sometimes have difficulties getting hold of ministers in the other House to 
answer questions on Fridays.  However, that was not generally supported.  There was a possibility of finishing 
early on Fridays, so that country members could get home earlier.  Those members, in particular, raised questions 
about access to their electorate offices and how they can service their electorates.  Some members prefer three-day 
sittings to enable better access to their electorate offices, because they make the point that we have gone from a 
three-day sitting week, not to a four-day sitting week, but in effect to a five-day sitting week, because of the effect 
of four days of sitting and one day of committees.   

Wednesday evenings were proposed by some members for committee meetings, so that committees could meet 
either on Monday or Wednesday evening.  To facilitate this, it would be helpful to finish a little earlier, say at 5.00 
pm on Wednesdays.  That is something for future consideration.  Somehow, we need to squeeze in some orders of 
the day somewhere else, or we will just get into the situation of trying to juggle 25 hours into a 24-hour day.  One 
way of doing that is to start earlier on Tuesdays, but I have already mentioned why that is a difficulty.  It also 
means committees would not always have to sit on Mondays if we had that capacity for committees to sit on 
Wednesday evenings.  Some members have advised that they prefer the old hours but will tolerate the new for the 
time being.  The new sessional order sitting times pose a problem for committees and we need to give some more 
thought in the coming year to designating Wednesday evenings as a specific committee time.  A very strong view 
was also expressed that non-parliamentary weeks need to be real non-parliamentary weeks, and not impinged upon 
by committee work overflowing into those non-sitting weeks.  We will need to discuss that. 

In conclusion, there has been a great deal of goodwill for the new hours, but the main concerns that have arisen 
from the consultative process are access to electorate offices in sitting weeks; fitting in committee work while 
members are in Perth; and the encroachment of committee work into non-sitting weeks.  From the response I have 
had from members about the new sessional order and the way it affects our sitting times, I think it has worked 
well.  I acknowledge that it does not suit everybody, but it has brought a new dimension to the way this place 
operates.  I will be commenting on that when I move a motion after this one has been finalised.  

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.43 pm]:  The Opposition will 
support the continuation and amendment of the sessional order, but note that this is not a unanimous view of our 
members.  As the Leader of the House has indicated, there are many different points of view on these matters, and 
it would be impossible to satisfy everybody’s requirements.  We have achieved a tidying up of the previous 
sessional order to reduce motions on notice by half an hour.  That has brought question time into line and enabled 
us to have question time before lunch on Friday, so that Friday afternoon can become a committee afternoon.  This 
will provide parties with more flexibility about who is in the House on Fridays.  I looked at the schedule of sittings 
and did a quick calculation based on some relativities.  The Legislative Assembly proposes to sit three days a week 
for 20 weeks next year, which is a total of 60 days.  The proposal of 18 weeks at four days a week for the Legislative 
Council totals 72 sitting days for next year, which is 12 days in excess of the proposed sittings of the Legislative 
Assembly.  The current sessional order was based on relativity between both Houses, and the Opposition in the 
Council was prepared to sit more days of the week in exchange for fewer weeks.  The Council has sat 76 days and 
the Assembly 72 days this year.  There was relativity, but that will be broken next year because the Assembly will 
sit fewer weeks than it sat this year.  I would not be surprised if those sitting weeks change, as tends to happen.  
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As a result of the significant difference, I put the proposition to the Leader of the House that this Chamber should 
sit fewer Fridays.  I am pleased that he has agreed to that proposition.  Members will notice that the House is not 
to sit on five Fridays of sitting weeks next year.  This is particularly important in the context of the two occasions 
that a one-week recess sits between two two-week sittings.  In that case, the Friday before the one-week recess has 
been deleted from the program.  That is not a bad step forward. 

As I said, opposition members are not unanimous in the view that this is the way to go.  The collective view is that 
the sessional order worked well in many ways.  They provided certainty, although I thought today at times that the 
certainty of the Council finishing its sittings was in some doubt.  If that certainty had not prevailed, significant 
difficulties would have arisen in the future.  The Opposition is prepared to support this motion.  I gather that some 
members may have a different view from mine.  Once we pass this motion, members will know that the House 
will adjourn today at 5.30 pm and resume on Tuesday, 2 March.  Any change to that program, or to the weeks set 
down for next year, can be achieved only through the agreement of an absolute majority of this House.  That is the 
way it should be.  The sessional order is not for the Government to play around with.  Any change will require the 
concurrence of both sides of the House, which is the proper way to do business.   

Having indicated the difference in the programs between the two Houses, I must say that the Leader of the House 
will need to be very persuasive to have the Legislative Council sit an extra week next year.  If it turns out that the 
Government requires that extra week for some significant reason to have legislation passed, the Opposition will 
consider that on its merits.  As I have always sought to do, if circumstances arise in which the Government needs 
to change the way things are done to overcome a problem or to accommodate a requirement, the Opposition is 
always prepared to do so.  The offer is on the table, but a very good reason will be needed to change anything we 
have agreed to today.   

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [4.48 pm]:  The sessional order has been a useful experiment.  However, I 
express disappointment on two counts on the decision to extend it in this form.  First, only minor concessions have 
been made regarding the difficulties that the sessional order has thrown up for some members of this Chamber.  
Second, the consultative process has been lacking, frankly.  We arrive at the last half-hour of sitting for 2003 to 
debate and decide on this issue in this Chamber.  It could and should have been thrown around much earlier so 
that some of the difficulties for certain members could have been addressed.  I will not labour the point, but I do 
not favour this sessional order as it presents significant difficulties for me personally, and I know for some other 
members, too.  However, I know when a majority is a majority, and I am not in the majority at the moment.  When 
changes are made to the operations of this Chamber, members must be careful not to make changes that satisfy 
only a ruling elite, so to speak.  That is an elitist term in its own right.  However, we have heard in our history, 
particularly from members opposite, people rail against property franchise, and those people were right in the 
scheme of things.  History tells us that property franchise in this place, which was abolished, was not democratic.  
We have a different view on such things as country weighting, which has obviously been discussed at length in 
this Chamber over the past year or so, and we maintain that there are good reasons for that sort of thing.  However, 
this Chamber cannot be set up to cater for a specific group in the community.  This Chamber is supposed to 
represent the whole of Western Australia, which is what Parliament is about.  We should not make this into a 
Chamber that caters for just lawyers and accountants or a particular stream of people.  We should not set up this 
Chamber with sitting hours that cater for just those based within a couple of miles of Parliament House.  This is a 
vast State that needs representation across the whole State, not just this Parliament House and the surrounding 
areas.  I do not want to labour the point but I want to mention that I am disappointed.  I believe a few more changes 
could have been made because the sessional order does not take adequate account of the amount of time spent by 
members on committee work these days.  The sessional order could have been adjusted to make better allowance 
for that, among other things.   

HON JIM SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [4.52 pm]:  I had not seen the amendments to the sessional order until 
it was tabled a short while ago - I had no idea what the new sessional order was going to be.  To be honest, I have 
not been able to fully comprehend it to a level I would have liked before saying whether I agree with it.  However, 
it appears that some of the issues about which people have been concerned have been partly addressed.  I can see 
that there will be difficulties for some members but these things cannot be adjusted to suit everybody.  We would 
all like to come to work when we want to, but the reality is that many people do not have a choice about when they 
go to work; they go when they are required and we should be prepared to do the same thing.  I am prepared to give 
the new arrangements a go but I cannot speak for my colleagues because they are not in the Chamber.   

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [4.53 pm]:  I like the new sessional order but quite a lot of members were 
not approached about them, and I see a real problem with that - I know of four members who were not approached.  
The Leader of the House would have had a happier bunch of members if everyone had been approached about this 
matter.  It was not very thoughtful to not approach some members and put them on very short notice with regard 
to the change.   
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Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 
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