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TEMPORARY ORDERS 
Motion 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural — Leader of the House) [9.43 pm] — without notice: I move — 

That the temporary orders adopted and in force on 2 April 2008 relating to the days and times of sittings 
of the Council and for the transaction of business be extended from 7 May until 16 May 2008. 

As honourable members will be aware, this is a motion that requires an absolute majority. The process of 
seeking to set in place again the temporary orders gives the house time to work through the issues of a sessional 
order in the future, and that is the reason for the termination date of this motion being set as 16 May. Effectively, 
therefore, the temporary orders start tomorrow and go through until they cease effect on Thursday week. 
Presumably by that time we will have a clearer picture about where we are going. 

The important point I must make is that it means that in the event that this motion is supported by an absolute 
majority of the house, we will resume our sitting tomorrow at 2.00 pm—that is the critical point—on the basis of 
the same temporary orders that applied from 2 April to 10 April, with the application of the same order of 
business colour chart. I think that puts the motion in reasonable perspective, as the temporary orders include the 
common time for question time at 4.30 pm. I hope honourable members will be inclined to support the 
reinstatement of the temporary sessional orders. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the Opposition) [9.45 pm]: The opposition 
supports the motion moved by the Leader of the House. I think that the temporary sessional order, which is based 
on a previous sessional order, is a quite sensible way to manage the affairs of the house, and I am quite happy for 
us to continue with that temporary order for the next couple of weeks. 

The leader has indicated that he wishes to discuss a permanent sessional order, which is probably a contradiction 
in terms if truth be known. I think the time has almost come at which we actually need a permanent set of 
standing orders that reflects the situation we are all striving to achieve, rather than simply falling back to the old 
standing orders whenever it suits and having sessional orders apply at other times that suit. I am therefore quite 
comfortable in discussing the matter with the leader. He has indicated clearly an ambit claim from the 
government about how the house might operate in the future. I have indicated to him that ambit claims never 
achieve the ultimate and total goal, and I suspect that the same thing will happen on this occasion. 
I also remind the leader, because there was a bit of confusion the last time we had a temporary order, that when 
private members’ time is on, even though the colour chart states that it is from 10.00 am until 1.00 pm, that does 
not mean that the whole three hours is for private members’ time. Indeed, if the leader read the fine print, he 
would know that during that three-hour period, two hours is in fact set aside for private members’ time. The rest 
of the time can be taken up with formal business and, as the leader knows, formal business can in effect take a 
whole hour—it must terminate at the end of one hour. That is why three hours are coloured in grey on the order 
of business chart, but members need to remember that only two hours are available for private members’ time. 

If the leader feels the necessity to inform the Premier that he has now worked that out, it would be a good thing 
too, as the Premier himself would not make statements in the other place that are in fact incorrect. I just wanted 
to remind the house of that situation. I know that when we have private members’ time this week, two hours will 
be set aside for whoever has the private members’ time. However, we need to work out who it will be. In the past 
when we had annual sessional orders, we worked out that there were a certain number of sitting weeks a year, we 
then counted the number of members who were not ministers in the house, and divided one number into another 
with an extraordinarily complicated formula that determined how many private members’ occasions would be 
available to each party. We applied the temporary order for only two weeks when the house last sat, and the 
leader was kind enough to say that the opposition Liberal Party could have those two occasions; however, we 
agreed with the Greens (WA) and the National Party that they would have the second opportunity. The 
temporary order that the leader is moving is for another two weeks; therefore, we need to sit down and strongly 
debate who will have those two weeks. However, I acknowledge, for the sake of argument, that we had one hour 
today with an urgency motion, which was effectively one hour of private members’ time today. I am therefore 
not unhappy about compensating for that come Thursday when private members’ time will occupy two hours.  

With those few comments, we support the proposition and look forward in the next two weeks to achieving a 
negotiated outcome that might actually lead to a decision in the very near future to change our standing orders to 
reflect the sessional orders that we have been trialling for about the past six years.  

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [9.50 pm]: The Greens (WA) too are happy to support the motion 
and to continue negotiating a more permanent arrangement. I agree with the Leader of the Opposition that the 
sooner we do that the better so that we can plan for the rest of the year rather than jump from one set of hours to 
another so frequently.  
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Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 
 


