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BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [2.10 pm] — without notice: I move — 
That so much of the standing orders be suspended as to enable the following variations to the order of 
business and sitting times as follows — 

(a) Tuesday, 23 June 2020 — 
(i) the sitting to be suspended for one hour, between 6.00 and 7.00 pm. 

(b) Wednesday, 24 June 2020 — 
(i) the Council to sit beyond the usual adjournment time and take members’ 

statements at 9.45 pm; 
(ii) the sitting to be suspended between 6.00 and 7.00 pm; and 
(iii) that consideration of committee reports be dispensed with. 

(c) Thursday, 25 June 2020 — 
(i) the Council to commence sitting at 9.00 am; 
(ii) the Council to sit beyond 5.20 pm and take members’ statements at a time 

ordered by the house; and 
(iii) that non-government business and private members’ business be dispensed with. 

I undertook last week to consult with all the parties about how we might generate extended hours this week to deal 
with the bills that the government wants passed before we rise for the winter break. I thank members for assisting 
me to generate those extended hours. In doing that, I have tried, as much as possible within the existing framework, 
if I can describe it that way, of the Tuesday to Thursday sitting, to generate additional hours for the purpose of dealing 
with legislation in the hope that if we did that and we gave ourselves an opportunity to sit a bit later on Wednesday, 
we would not have to sit particularly late on Thursday. I tried to balance that. In doing that, not everything that 
everybody requested could be accommodated. However, I am confident, based on conversations that I have had 
behind the Chair, that I have an overwhelming majority of support for the motion as it is laid out. I appreciate that 
not everybody got every element that they wanted and that this will be a long week. If we do not sit beyond 5.20 pm 
on Thursday, there will be about 10.5 additional hours to consider the legislation. I hope that we do not need to sit 
very much beyond 5.20 pm, if at all, on Thursday. But we need that option in the event we need to do that. I advised 
members last week that the Legislative Assembly will not rise until it has received the legislation from this chamber, 
so there is a purpose for doing this. I think it is the case that every bill before us has an amendment and therefore 
needs to be considered by the Legislative Assembly before it rises for the winter recess as well. I appreciate that 
this is going to be a difficult week. I thank members for their cooperation. I urge them to support the motion. 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [2.12 pm]: The Liberal Party will 
be supporting the motion. I appreciate the fact that the Leader of the House has articulated the process upon which 
we have landed. I was of the opinion that there was across-the-board, universal and unanimous agreement; that is 
what I was led to believe. I appreciate that a few issues have now been identified today. I have no issue with that 
whatsoever, but, overwhelming, the motion does have the support of the house. I think that is good; that is how 
these things should be dealt with. I might add, that that is nothing new or unique. As a former Leader of the House, 
I had to do the same thing every single time the house was due to rise prior to a parliamentary recess; therefore, 
I appreciate the fact that the Leader of the House has consulted. I acknowledge that it is a heavy legislative agenda, 
but, as the Leader of the House pointed out, it will give us an extra 10.5 hours. Therefore, collectively, leading up 
to 5.20 pm on Thursday, that will give us more than 20 hours of debating time exclusively for legislation. I think 
in anyone’s language that is a fairly decent amount of time to deal with legislation. 
Having said that, the opposition will scrutinise the legislation to its full extent, but we will support the motion. 
I am glad that the Legislative Assembly is going to sit back and wait for us. I have to say that it might do its members 
a bit of good to stay a bit later. I keep on hearing the notion from the LA that it is going to sit late, day in and day 
out, and when I hear the bells at about seven o’clock, I must say I have a bit of a laugh, but that is at its expense. 
The Liberal Party acknowledges that this is part of the government’s legislative agenda. We will scrutinise the 
legislation, but we acknowledge the extended hours and support the motion. 
HON JACQUI BOYDELL (Mining and Pastoral) [2.14 pm]: I rise to indicate that the Nationals WA will support 
the motion. I also concur that since the start of the June session it has been discussed at length how we will manage the 
legislative agenda. It has been a consultative process. As with all things during a consultation, not everybody gets the 
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outcome that they desire. Nevertheless, we have come a long way from where we started at the beginning of June, when 
we came back, to where we are now. I appreciate the Leader of the House taking the time to undertake that consultation 
with all parties in this house. It will be a long week, but, hopefully, a fruitful one. We will support the motion. 

HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [2.15 pm]: I rise to indicate that the Greens will also support the 
motion that is in front of us today. To be clear, we did not get everything we wanted in relation to how the business 
of the house would be managed, but we accept that there has been broad consensus to create extra hours. Therefore, 
we are prepared to exercise goodwill to achieve that. I also want to acknowledge that, wisely, the government has 
taken at least one large bill off the agenda to enable us to appropriately debate the bills in front of us. I acknowledge 
that gesture by the government. 

HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [2.16 pm]: I am sorry to spoil it for everybody else, but 
I do have some issues with the proposed motion. I am generally quite agreeable to extensions of the sitting. We 
did it when we were faced with emergency COVID-19 legislation. We granted extensions of time and gave the 
government additional hours. Indeed, last week, we gave the government additional hours. I think it is worth 
remembering that it is the government, after all, that sets the agenda for what we deal with in here. It is the government 
that has to prioritise its own work. Therefore, if we are running out of time, it is really the government’s management 
of its own business that has led to this, and that is despite us granting additional hours last week. 

That said, I am more than happy to sit extended hours, to limit our very generous dinner break and to sit late tomorrow 
as well. In fact, I am happy to sit additional hours on Thursday. What I am concerned about, however, is the dispensing 
of consideration of committee reports. There are several very important committee reports on which I am interested in 
speaking and hearing other members’ views. I note that a few members in the chamber are interested in the contents 
of those committee reports. In fact, we are still waiting upon responses to some committee reports. One is the report 
of the Select Committee into Alternate Approaches to Reducing Illicit Drug Use and its Effects on the Community. 
I was very proud to be a part of that inquiry and the committee made some very sensible recommendations and 
insightful findings for which we are still awaiting a full response from the government. We were given only an interim 
response back in February; we still have not had a full response to the recommendations of that report. 

Another is the report of the Select Committee on Personal Choice and Community Safety. I chaired that committee 
and would love an opportunity to speak on the findings and recommendations of that report. We are waiting upon 
a response from the government, which is due sometime over the winter break. We will not get a response until 
August, but it would be helpful if members were able to speak about the contents of that report. 

There is also the report of the Select Committee into Mining on Pinjin Station. I remind members that that inquiry 
was into some very serious allegations about racial abuse on Pinjin Station. It is a very serious topic and is very 
topical, and I think that it deserves our time and consideration. Then, of course, there is the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission’s report on its inquiry into corruption risks in procurement, 
and the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs’ report on its inquiry into the mandatory 
registration of child sex offenders. They both deal with very serious matters. 

I understand the government’s perspective is that its legislative agenda takes priority. We are running out of time 
and have only three days left until the winter recess. However, those committee inquiries and reports should be 
equally important to the rest of the chamber. When committees have conducted inquiries at our behest and have 
reported back to us their findings and recommendations, we should not have to forgo our opportunity to hear and 
debate the content of those reports just because the government has not found enough sitting time to manage its 
agenda. That is my niggle or complaint. That would take only about one hour out of the 10 additional sitting hours 
that we will provide the government if this motion does pass. I would rather we keep that one hour. 

I am also a little concerned about the proposed indefinite sitting on Thursday evening. From what I have seen in 
the past with late and extended sittings, we may engage in the very earnest work of scrutinising legislation and 
poring over bills clause by clause and line by line to ensure that they do what the government claims they will do 
and there will not be any unintended consequences. However, as people get tired and exhausted, they may look at 
the clock and think, “Gosh! I would love to get in my car and go on my holiday road trip down south”, or whatever 
they will be doing during the winter break, and they will start to shorten their consideration and not put in as 
much energy or effort as they ought to. That is the risk of having an indefinite sitting. If we will need an extra hour 
or two on Thursday evening to get through the government’s agenda, let us do that. However, I always worry that 
an indefinite sitting might drag on until midnight and that basically, through exhaustion, the government will get 
its way. I do not think that is a good way for the house to conduct its business. I have raised my complaints. I am 
happy to grant the government additional time, but for those two exceptions. 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [2.22 pm]: I need to make a few observations. First, I understand 
that this week the government, with the extra time that the house is about to grant it, would like to pass five bills. 
I have no problem with that. However, I want to give one example. The Road Traffic Amendment (Impaired Driving 
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and Penalties) Bill 2019 has been on our notice paper and has stood adjourned since 28 November last year. The 
government would now like the house to grant it extra time, in the final week before the winter recess, to bring on 
this bill to do with drug-drivers. The government has had all year to bring on that bill, and it was not brought on 
once. I add that in all that time, the government also had abundant opportunity to refer that bill to a committee to 
scrutinise the legislation and presumably make this week’s process more efficient. However, the government chose 
not to take any of those options that were available to it. 

I also note that the government has said that this week, it would like to dispose of—or, I should say, dispense with—
consideration of committee reports. For my part, I am disappointed about that. I draw to members’ attention what 
I said last week, on 17 June, during consideration of committee reports. Members may recall that what I think was 
a constructive debate was taking place between the Minister for Regional Development and me. During the course 
of that debate, I had taken the opportunity, on more than one occasion, to congratulate the Minister for Environment 
and deputy leader of this place for the approach he had taken and the extra care and attention he had given to the 
report that was under consideration. I am talking about the report of the Select Committee into Elder Abuse. During 
that debate, things had started to get a bit agitated following the arrival of the Minister for Regional Development 
after she had been away from the chamber on urgent parliamentary business. The corrected Hansard records me 
as saying — 

I hope, especially for the Minister for Regional Development, that we get an opportunity to debate this 
particular matter again next Wednesday and maybe by then the Minister for Regional Development would 
have had a quiet word with the Attorney General and said, “Mate, what’s going on with that bill that 
I agreed to in December 2017, because this is getting embarrassing, Wednesday after Wednesday?” 

This goes to why I am disappointed that the government is looking to dispense with consideration of committee 
reports this Wednesday. The corrected Hansard reflects the ongoing contribution by me — 

Maybe the Minister for Regional Development will do this; we will see next Wednesday. I hope that because 
of this revelation that has been made today, the Leader of the House does not try to push off consideration 
of committee reports next week. I hope that that does not happen because I want to hear from the Minister 
for Regional Development. I would like to know what conversation she has had with the Attorney General, 
because I know that she is passionate about the issue of elder abuse, like all the other members of this 
chamber. It is no good having a government pushing out media releases, saying everybody should 
acknowledge World Elder Abuse Awareness Day on Monday and two days later on Wednesday we have 
revealed to us that the government has had nearly three years to do something but it did not do anything 
because it was concerned that it might slow down the amendment bill that it has never brought in. 

I am disappointed that the government has chosen to ask us to agree to dispense with consideration of committee 
reports in that context. I note that none of what we are about to agree to would prevent any member of government 
from providing a ministerial statement at some point during this week to address those issues that could have 
otherwise been addressed this Wednesday during consideration of committee reports. 

I will close with this. After that robust discussion on a serious matter, on the following day, 18 June, the Leader of 
the House made a ministerial statement. She said — 

I refer to comments by Hon Nick Goiran in yesterday’s uncorrected Hansard, and I quote — 

I received an email today—other members may also have received it—advising that the 
Parliamentary Counsel’s Office has nothing to do at the moment. It is now pleading to members 
for private members’ bills to give it extra work for it to do because this government has no 
legislative agenda. 

I table an email sent from Parliamentary Counsel to the Clerks on Sunday, 14 June, and an email sent to 
all members from the Clerk yesterday. I ask Hon Nick Goiran to reflect on both of those and consider 
whether he should apologise for misleading the house. 

I had hoped to address that particular issue this Wednesday during consideration of committee reports and to 
follow that up, but obviously that will not be possible as a result of this motion. Therefore, can I simply say that 
I now thank the Leader of the House for making that statement—even though I did not feel like thanking her on 
Thursday when the statement was made. I thank her for drawing my attention to an email that I did not know existed, 
that being an email dated Sunday, 14 June 2020, at 2.29 pm. To the extent that the record needs to be corrected, 
I am the first one to say that we want to make sure that accurate information is provided by Parliament. I do not 
believe for one moment that any member of this place was misled by my remarks. Nevertheless, new information has 
been provided to me by the Leader of the House, being the email dated 14 June 2020 from Parliamentary Counsel, 
which self-evidently states that Parliamentary Counsel is extremely busy. Therefore, I do not think anyone was 
misled by the fact that there may have been some exaggeration in the comments that I made. However, I am 
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disappointed that on a serious matter to do with elder abuse, and on a matter that requires the government to fulfil 
its commitment, this approach was taken, and this ministerial statement was made. I am happy to apologise to the 
Parliamentary Counsel’s Office if in any way it was offended by my remarks last week. My beef is not with 
Parliamentary Counsel. I think Parliamentary Counsel performs an admirable job; it did so during the COVID-19 
process, and it is doing so to this day. My beef is with the government, because it is continuing to mismanage the 
legislative agenda. This motion before the house is yet another demonstration of that. 

The PRESIDENT: Members, we are dealing with the motion moved by the Leader of the House. The question is 
that the motion be agreed. Members, there being a dissentient voice, a division is required. Please ring the bells. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (30) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Rick Mazza Hon Matthew Swinbourn 
Hon Ken Baston Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Dr Sally Talbot 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Sue Ellery Hon Michael Mischin Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Diane Evers Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Darren West 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Tim Clifford Hon Adele Farina Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Pierre Yang (Teller) 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Colin Holt Hon Tjorn Sibma  
Hon Peter Collier Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Charles Smith  

 

Noes (3) 

Hon Robin Scott Hon Colin Tincknell Hon Aaron Stonehouse (Teller)  

            

Pair 

Hon Laurie Graham Hon Nick Goiran 

Question thus passed with an absolute majority. 
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