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SESSIONAL ORDER - ALLOCATION OF TIME 
Motion 

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [12.41 pm]:  I move - 

That for the balance of the present session, unless otherwise ordered, so much of the standing orders be 
suspended as is necessary for the following order to apply - 

(1) At any time the Leader of the House or a minister on his behalf, may move a motion without 
notice specifying or varying the specification of time to be allotted to, or for the completion of, 
any business or any stages or parts of that business.  Debate on that motion will not exceed 20 
minutes and no member may speak to it for more than five minutes. 

(2) When the time allotted to any business under this order has expired, the person presiding will 
put every question necessary to complete the business in accordance with the time allotted 
without permitting further debate or amendment, and will in the case of a Bill during 
consideration in detail, also put to the vote any amendments to the Bill proposed by a minister 
or parliamentary secretary, if those amendments appear on the Notice Paper for that day. 

(3) If any other business is before the Assembly when a time specified in accordance with 
paragraph (1) is reached, that other business will be interrupted in accordance with Standing 
Order No 61, and the item of business subject to the time allocation will be called upon. 

(4) A closure under Standing Order No 106 may not be moved on any question which is the 
subject of time allocated under this order. 

This sessional order is identical to that which was put in place by the previous Government.  That sessional order 
was available for most of the previous Government’s eight years although, as the Leader of the Opposition 
indicated, it was used sparingly in the last four years. 

The sessional order proposed in the motion will give the Leader of the House, or a designated minister, the 
opportunity to move to have a Bill debated subject to the sessional order, in which time can be allocated for 
completion of the Bill or stages of it.  When such a motion is moved, the sessional order would come into effect 
and the Bill would not be held up beyond that time. 
I do not believe this is the best way of managing the business of the House.  It is a form of time management and 
we have experienced in the past three weeks a need to have some time management.  The motion I moved 
yesterday in the House was not acceptable to the Opposition, but I thought it was a superior method of dealing 
with the Labour Relations Reform Bill, which has taken up a great deal of time.  At the close of proceedings last 
night it had been debated for more than 45 hours.  As I indicated, three industrial relations Bills were debated in 
1993 for a total of only thirty seven and a half hours, yet members have extended time today and the 
Government’s time tomorrow to continue debate on the Bill.  There has been no shortage of time for debate but 
progress has been very slow. 
The proposal that I put to the House yesterday was to gag debate at appropriate times to move things on.  The 
Bill would have been dealt with in blocks, giving an opportunity for debate on every major clause of the Bill.  
My proposal offered more in the way of good management of the House but was clearly rejected by the 
Opposition.  We do not need to go back through that debate, although the Opposition will have that opportunity.  
The point I make is that the Opposition suggested we use this form of sessional order.  I took that as being an 
offer in a spirit of cooperation to progress matters through the House and I thank the Opposition for that.  I 
moved the motion on that basis. 

The Government will consider the use of the sessional order in future so that it will be a productive tool in the 
management of the business of the House.  However, in this instance it will be applied in accordance with the 
wishes of the Opposition; that is, debate on the Bill will conclude at 3.00 pm on Thursday and all outstanding 
matters will be put and dealt with at that time.  The Opposition does not wish to debate the Bill in stages and I 
am happy in this instance to go along with that request.  The management of debate therefore will be in the 
hands of the Opposition and it will be up to it to exercise discipline to ensure that it deals with the matters it 
wants to deal with.  We are happy to go along at the pace and direction set by the Opposition. 

I will later move a special suspension to enable the recommittal of some parts of the Bill.  We will therefore 
hand the Bill to the Opposition to manage.  That is a trade-off because the Opposition accepted that the 
Government could put in place a sessional order.  The Opposition has also accepted, according to statements 
made in the House last night, that debate on the Bill will conclude about 3.00 pm on Thursday.  Given that the 
Opposition has agreed with this sessional order, it is fair that we give the Opposition control of the debate on the 
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Bill so that it can deal with the more important clauses.  That is a reasonable trade-off to ensure conclusion of the 
matter before Easter and to give the Opposition an opportunity to raise many important matters. 

I also indicate that the House will sit tonight, as was made clear by a previous motion, to give the Opposition 
extra time for debate.  We will not sit beyond midnight because staff must be back in this place at nine o’clock in 
the morning.  It is our intention that the time available for Government business tomorrow will be available to 
the Opposition to debate the Bill.  That will mean a considerable amount of time for debate on the Bill on top of 
the time that has already been made available.  The sessional order will mean that the Bill will pass through the 
Assembly this week.  However, the Opposition can use the time as it wishes and, hopefully, as profitably as 
possible to go through the many important parts of the Bill. 

I thank the Opposition for putting this proposal.  It is the Opposition’s preference over mine; however, it is a 
productive way to go.  We will scrutinise how effective it is in this case and I give an undertaking that after I 
have had some discussions on and given some thought to this matter, I will consult with the Opposition to 
consider the management style and its application to the sessional order in future. 

MR JOHNSON (Hillarys) [12.46 pm]:  I will be fairly brief because the Opposition desperately wants to get 
back to debating the legislation.  I promise that I will try to use only about five minutes. 

I must respond to the comments of the Leader of the House that the motion represents the preferred option of the 
Opposition.  He has been very clever in his use of words. 

Mr Kucera:  Statesmanlike. 

Mr JOHNSON:  Definitely not statesmanlike, my friend; he is a long way from that.  He has gone way down the 
totem pole in the Opposition’s estimation.  He has got to the stage now where I would have serious doubts about 
taking his word on any agreement that he might want to have with the Opposition, because he has let us down. 

Mrs Edwardes:  Don’t get distracted. 

Mr JOHNSON:  No, I will not.  The Minister for Health should continue to make interjections.  However, I wish 
he would stick to his own portfolio, because we quite like him in that one. 

Mr Acting Speaker, the Opposition reluctantly accepts the sessional order that the Leader of the House wants to 
put in place. 

Mrs Edwardes:  The lesser of two evils. 

Mr JOHNSON:  Yes.  The Leader of the House said that this was the preferred option of the Opposition.  The 
only other option was a gag on debate on every clause of the Bill, which was totally unacceptable.  Any member 
in his or her right mind would choose the most logical, sensible and responsible option, which is the one the 
Leader of the House has given us.  We were given only two options: accept the sessional order in this motion or 
be gagged all the way through the Bill.  A gag on debate would not give the Opposition the appropriate time to 
deal with the serious issues in the Bill to the benefit of employers and employees in Western Australia.  The 
Leader of the House should not mislead the House by saying that it was the Opposition’s idea; it was the only 
option left open to it. 

Mr Kobelke:  Will you take an interjection? 
Mr JOHNSON:  No, I do not want to take an interjection.  I want to get back to the Bill. 
I am not opposed to sessional orders, provided enough time is given to debate fully and concisely clauses in 
complex Bills.  The Leader of the House accepts that the Labour Relations Reform Bill is a very complex Bill.  
Notwithstanding that, the explanatory memorandum to the Bill is inadequate and has made it difficult to debate 
the Bill clause by clause.  The Leader of the House and minister responsible for this legislation has not done a 
good job.  He has not made sure that his bureaucrats have given the House a proper explanatory memorandum so 
that the clauses can be clearly understood.   

The Leader of the House is hell-bent on the Bill’s passing this week.  If he had given the Opposition enough 
notice that that was his intention and that the alternative to gagging the debate would be to apply a sessional 
order, members on this side would have approached the debate differently to maximise the time available.  If he 
had told the Opposition last week that the debate on the Bill would be concluded on the Thursday before Easter, 
and that we had two options - it would be rammed through by gagging or guillotining, or a sessional order would 
be applied - we would not now be confronting this situation.  

The member for Kingsley has enough questions to ask and amendments to move to keep the debate going for 
another week.  This is a serious Bill.  The member has put in thousands of hours of work on this legislation, and 
that effort is now being thwarted by the Leader of the House.   
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Mrs Edwardes:  I have been doing the Government’s job.  If it had provided a satisfactory explanatory 
memorandum, half of that work would not have been necessary.  

Mr Kobelke:  Your industrial relations legislation had no explanatory memorandum. 

Mrs Edwardes:  Do you want to go back to the ark? 

Mr JOHNSON:  We are supposed to be progressing legislation. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr McRae):  The member for Hillarys will direct his comments to the Chair.  

Mr JOHNSON:  I am.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  On the question before the House.  I am encouraging the member to keep the debate 
moving.  

Mr JOHNSON:  I am desperate to keep the debate moving.  I want to speak for only five minutes, but that is 
made more difficult when members opposite interject.   

If this debate had been managed properly, there would have been no need to recommit provisions.  If the Leader 
of the House had said that he intended to apply a sessional order or to gag the debate, the Opposition would have 
prioritised its contributions to the debate on each division, the amendments it wished to move and the clauses on 
which it wanted clarification and detail.  That opportunity has not been offered.  By the time we take out private 
members’ time, question time and grievances tomorrow morning, we will have barely a day to complete this 
debate.  That is not enough.  We should spend another week debating this very important Bill.   

As I said, members on this side do not agree with this motion.  If the sessional order comes into effect at 3.00 pm 
tomorrow, the debate will be seriously curtailed.  However, we must support this motion because, if we do not, 
the Leader of the House will gag the debate anyway.  In future, if he wants the Opposition’s cooperation, he 
should be honest and open with me - his counterpart on this side of the House.  If we enter into an agreement to 
do something affecting the workings of this House, he must stick to it.  I will give him one more chance.  If he 
lets me down again, that will be the last time he will do so.  He will get nothing but obstruction.  

Mr Kobelke:  It sounds as though you are asking me to run the Opposition’s business as well.  

Mr JOHNSON:  No; I simply want the leader to be honest and open with me and to stick to an agreement if we 
have one.   

Dr Constable:  Trust me, I am in government!   

Mr JOHNSON:  That is what worries me.  The Opposition reluctantly accepts that the sessional order will come 
into effect.  We will not call for a division because we do not want to take up any more time -  

Mr Pendal:  I might move an amendment that you will be inclined to support.  

Mr JOHNSON:  That is the member’s prerogative.  If the member moves a worthwhile amendment, I am sure 
the Opposition will support it.   

We want to get on with the debate on this legislation.  I warn the Leader of the House to keep his word when we 
enter into an agreement.   

MR PENDAL (South Perth) [12.55 pm]:  I do not know the extent to which the notice of motion arose out of 
remarks made during the debate last night.  

Mr Kobelke:  It did.   

Mr PENDAL:  Some remarks the Leader of the House made to me in private before the sitting began this 
morning now make some sense.  They were cryptic remarks at the time because he did not explain himself.  The 
point is whether he used any of the remarks I made last night as a prompt to give notice of this motion.  I put the 
proposition - which was not novel - that, instead of curtailing the debate after one hour, which was what occurred 
yesterday, the Leader of the House was effectively preventing the member for Kingsley moving about 29 
amendments to the part in question.  My response, as a way out, was to ask why he would not announce what we 
knew anyway; that is, the Government’s intention to have the debate on its legislation concluded by Thursday.   

The leader will recall my referring to the English Parliament and the maxim that the Government must always 
have its way, but that the Opposition must always have its say.  That would be achievable if the Government 
were to say to the House that it would have its way by 3.00 pm or 4.00 pm on Thursday, or some other 
nominated time and, in the meantime, the Opposition could have its say in whatever way it wanted.  It would 
effectively be responsible for allocating the available time between one part or another of the legislation.   

I made it clear that I was inviting the Leader of the House and, indeed, the Opposition, to consider that option to 
ensure that debate on the Bill concluded this week.  In the end, the Government would have its way, but the 
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Opposition would also have its say.  I was not inviting the leader to do that for the entire session.  That would be 
outrageous.  I am inviting the Opposition’s leader of House business to reconsider the position he took just a few 
minutes ago.  We should be limiting the effect of the sessional order to this week, and it makes sense for the 
leader to limit this debate.  

The motion refers to “the balance of the present session”.  That could mean the end of this year.  Are we being 
asked to commit ourselves to a sessional order that will affect debate on unknown legislation?  Are we being 
asked to commit ourselves to a position that would allow the Leader of the House or a minister to move at any 
time a motion without notice specifying those times?  It is another form of guillotine or gag.  As I said last night, 
it does not matter how it is dressed up, it amounts to curtailment of debate.   

I understand as well as anyone the Government’s imperative to have legislation passed.  Of course, that must 
happen and the Government must have that opportunity.  However, it must never be achieved at the expense of 
the Opposition’s having the chance to state its case.  The Opposition is now being asked to support a sessional 
order that will allow the Government to curtail any debate.  That is wrong.  The leader has mucked it up since 
last night.  I will reiterate what I said: it makes sense for the Government to say, “Members, we want this 
legislation passed by 3.00 pm on Thursday.  It is the third week of debate on the Bill and, whether or not you like 
it, we have a mandate.”  Frankly, it is an argument I accept.  For the minister to now make the jump to take my 
remarks to mean that he will be given carte blanche for the whole of this parliamentary session - without notice - 
is an outrage.  The House was told of this at one o’clock this morning. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr PENDAL:  I move - 

To delete the words “balance of the present session” and substitute the following - 

remaining debate on the Labour Relations Reform Bill 2002 

We can do this the easy way or the hard way.  To have a couple of hours debate on this matter now may be the 
only way of getting the Government to understand that it is making a fool of itself.  Alternatively, we can 
dispose of it now and have the Government say, “Good on you, member for South Perth; that is what we meant 
to bring about - the recipe that you were talking about last night.”  I repeat that my remarks last night did not go 
beyond this week and they did not go beyond the content of the Labour Relations Reform Bill.  I have read all 
sorts of reports in the newspapers about important legislation that will be dealt with in the course of this year.  I 
will not give away my rights carte blanche in order for the Leader of the House to decide at any time that he will 
curtail debate.  I appeal to his better nature - I know it is there - not to make the error of passing this motion 
without my amendment.  That will draw undue hardship upon him for the remainder of this year.  If anything is 
likely to get my back up about the way this place is run during the year it is the entrenchment of the notion that 
the Government can curtail, gag or guillotine the debate to suit its own ends.  I appeal to the Leader of the House 
to recognise that my remarks last night were limited to the Bill before the House this week.  I acknowledge 
without any difficulty whatsoever the right of the Government to get this legislation through after three sitting 
weeks.  I am happy for that to occur even if I do not agree with the content of the Bill.  I will not be party to a 
trick.  I take back that word.  I will not be party to a procedure in which members are asked to lock in their 
behaviour for the remaining nine months of this year.   

This can be dealt with very simply.  The Leader of the House can show his good faith by saying that my 
amendment more accurately reflects what the Government believes I said last night, and that the Government is 
prepared to support my amendment.  In the short time available to me I have not had the time to read and absorb 
the contents of the four-part motion he is moving.  I believe my simple amendment will do what I have just 
outlined.  However, if it does not, I will not be held by him or anyone else to any unstated or implicit meaning in 
that four-part motion.  I appeal to the Leader of the House to support my amendment.  As such, the House will 
curtail debate on this Bill but not so much as to take away the right of the Opposition and the member for 
Kingsley to help take over management of the Bill.  The member for Kingsley is in a better position than any 
other member of this House, other than perhaps the minister, to know what are the strengths and weaknesses of 
this Bill.  It is imperative that we go down this path.  If we do not, I, like the member for Hillarys, will have 
considerable difficulty in accepting the veracity of the Leader of the House in anything that we do from now on.  
I appeal to the Leader of the House and all members to support my amendment. 

DR CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [1.05 pm]:  I support the amendment of the member for South Perth.  When I 
heard the Leader of the House move the motion in the early hours of this morning, I thought: I have heard it all 
before; it is the same song, but the next verse.  I had fun yesterday consulting the Hansard of August 1993, some 
of which I will quote to the Leader of the House to remind him of what the champions of parliamentary 
accountability said in 1993.  The champions of accountability are his colleagues the Premier and the Deputy 
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Premier, and himself.  I was staggered when I heard him move this motion in the early hours of this morning.  
He said he was moving the motion in the name of giving the Opposition management of time.  It is the job of the 
Government to manage time in this place.  He knows full well that I have always said that we do not need time 
management and that, in the scheme of things, it does not matter if a complex Bill like this takes an extra two or 
three days to debate fully if that will allow every aspect to be understood by all those involved in the 
administration of the legislation.  I do not agree with any time management in this place.  However, in this case, 
I accept the arguments put forward by the member for South Perth that there has been a long debate and there is 
an opportunity to complete this legislation by the middle of tomorrow afternoon.  I support that.  I do not support 
a blanket motion that will give the Government the opportunity to invoke, without notice, the sessional order at 
any time.  I remind the Leader of the House that his colleague the Deputy Premier said in a debate on 18 August 
1993, when the issue of time management was raised by the Court Government - 

It seems to me that the Government has not realised that the standards of accountability demanded by 
the public have risen. 

It seems that the Leader of the House has forgotten that.  I notice that that happens when people assume 
government.  He continued - 

We have had a royal commission, which dealt with accountability to a large extent.  We should abide 
by the spirit of the recommendations of that royal commission.  We should recognise the public’s 
increased demand for improved accountability mechanisms. 

Mr Pendal:  Who said that? 

Dr CONSTABLE:  The now Deputy Premier.  It is interesting what people say in opposition and what they say 
and do in government. The Royal Commission into the Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters 
said in paragraph 5.1.2 of part two of its report - 

Much of the focus of the Commission in this part of the report has been on the steps that might be taken 
to restore and maintain public trust and confidence in the integrity, the processes and the practices of 
the executive and administrative arms of Government.  The Parliament is central to our proposals.  
Above all else, if there is to be Government for the people, there must be public trust and confidence in 
the processes and practices of Parliament and in the role it performs in advancing and in safeguarding 
the interests of the public. 

Time management through a sessional order like this does not advance the wellbeing of Western Australians, nor 
does it safeguard the interests of the voters of this great State.  I also remind the Leader of the House that the 
now Premier said in 1993 -  

Let me summarise the situation we now face in this Parliament.  We have a Government with 
authoritarian instincts - 

Same song, next verse - 

and an inability to imagine the need for lengthy debate and scrutiny of its major pay-off to the Chamber 
of Commerce and Industry - 

Read “unions” for “Chamber of Commerce and Industry” - 

for its support of the Liberal and National Parties - 

Substitute “Australian Labor Party” for “Liberal and National Parties” - 

during the election campaign.  Government members do not want lengthy debate on their big pay-off.   

They certainly do not now.  He continues - 

They cannot imagine that people could oppose that legislation.  We have a Government with a time 
problem . . .  

That could apply just as much today as it did on 18 August 1993.  The member for Victoria Park then posed 
these questions - 

How does the Government solve the problem?  Does it negotiate with the Opposition about sitting next 
week and debating these issues properly? 

I know that the member for Kingsley said yesterday that we could sit next week and debate this properly; but did 
the Leader of the House hear that?  No, he did not.  The member for Victoria Park goes on - 
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No; it solves the problem by applying its own time management procedure to this Parliament, a 
procedure which is contentious, divisive and dismissive of the Parliament and its traditions.  The 
tragedy of all of this is that we actually have time available next week to debate and discuss this 
legislation properly. 

Members may well smile.  He continues - 

Should this motion pass, it will be another sad day for parliamentary democracy in Western Australia. 

We in this Parliament have learnt nothing whatsoever since 18 August 1993.  We have not heeded the words of 
the royal commissioners or our own words.  It is the old story: when we get a change of government, the parties 
cross the floor; one party becomes the Opposition and the other becomes the Government, and they pick up each 
other’s scripts.  We have heard it all before.  It is a very sad day for this Parliament that we are going down the 
same path again.  For this Leader of the House to propose that he have carte blanche for the rest of this session to 
introduce, at any time without notice, a sessional order to curtail debate is an absolute travesty, and it should be 
opposed by every member of this House.   

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [1.12 pm]:  I need to respond to the amendment motion, 
because although I do not think at this stage it closes the debate, I do not intend to speak a second time.  In 
moving this amendment, the member for South Perth has failed to accept that the sessional order that he is 
seeking to amend is identical to what was in place under the last Government.  It is no different at all.  That is for 
good reason.  In the debate last night, there was no suggestion that it should be different.  The clear offer made 
by the manager of opposition business and the Leader of the Opposition was to bring in a sessional order like the 
one we had last year. 

Mr Johnson:  No, that is not true. 

Mr KOBELKE:  We will check the Hansard when it comes out.   

Mr Johnson:  I said that we would agree to a sessional order for you to get the Bill through. 

Mr KOBELKE:  I will come back to the Leader of the Opposition in a moment, but a clear indication by more 
than one member of the Opposition was that their preference was for a sessional order of the nature of the one 
that we had last year - not a sessional order of the nature of the one that we had last year and that was to be 
applied only to that particular Bill.  In fact, the Leader of the Opposition went further and said, “We will 
cooperate to get all the revenue Bills through as well.”  Hopefully, we will not need the sessional order for that, 
but it was said in the same breath that the Leader of the Opposition was talking about the sessional order.  
Clearly, the implication was that it could be used for other Bills, if necessary.  That is what the Opposition 
implied, and it did not deny that that opportunity could be taken.   

We did a deal with the Opposition.  It gave us leave to give a late notice of motion.  The Opposition was given 
copies of the motion that we have moved to establish the sessional order.  That was the deal.  It is all very well 
for the Opposition to say that the Government is tricky and breaks its word.  However, we came to a compromise 
deal, with a bit of toing-and-froing, and the details of what we would sign off on were presented.  It was not my 
preferred option, but it is a workable one.  It was the Opposition’s preferred option, and we accepted it.  We now 
find that that is no longer the deal; the Opposition wants the sessional order to apply only to that Bill.  That was 
not our intention. 

Mr Johnson:  That was the deal. 

Mr Pendal:  No-one wants to give away his or her right carte blanche on every piece of legislation at your 
request. 

Mr KOBELKE:  That might be true, but it would fit the definition of “tricky” for people to think to themselves, 
“We won’t give it away, but we won’t say that.  We’ll actually agree to something that gives it away, but we 
don’t mean to give it away.”  That is what the member for South Perth is saying.  Rather than just accuse people 
of being tricky, that, to me, is being tricky.   

Mr Pendal:  Let me tell you what brought down the Lawrence and Dowding Governments: it was your abuse of 
this Parliament.  You are going down the same track again.  This is how it all started.   

Mr KOBELKE:  What the member for South Perth is saying now is consistent with what he has said on many 
occasions in this place.  I remind him that he said that I had been a bit cryptic when I spoke to him outside.  In 
the debate last night, my ears pricked up immediately because he said, and I paraphrase, “We should be looking 
at that form of sessional order.”  It was in the context that it was better than what we were trying to do.  It was 
not unequivocal support of a guillotine; clearly, that is not what he was saying. 

Mr Pendal:  Correct. 
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Mr KOBELKE:  The point I make is that in every other contribution that I recall hearing the member for South 
Perth make on this issue, he has generally been against it.  What he is saying now is consistent with that.  
However, I drew his attention outside the Chamber to what he said last night, because it was in contrast with 
what he has stated today and what I have heard him say at other times, in that he was picking up on what the 
Opposition had suggested; that is, a guillotine to have this Bill finished by three o’clock on Thursday.  He 
suggested that we should look to that proposal.  We have, and we did it in agreement with the Opposition.  The 
member for South Perth, who is a fairly wily operator, now thinks this is going too far.  That is fair enough.  
However, that was not the deal that was done last night.  The reason that we were very happy to accept it is that, 
with the range of revenue Bills, we may need to use this order again during this session.  It is not our intention to 
do so, but it will be useful to have that order in case we need it.  However, we hope that we will be able to make 
arrangements behind the Chair so that we can manage the business.  That was the deal, and we want to stick to it.   

I will correct something said by the member for South Perth.  He is very good at making a lot of noise, but he is 
not as good at listening.  I will listen to interjections from him, but he wants to take over the speech after he has 
sat down.  The one matter I need to correct is that this will be a sessional order.  Therefore, it will be able to be 
applied to other Bills.  However, it will not be available for the remainder of the year, because this parliamentary 
session will conclude on or about 27 June.  The Parliament will then be prorogued, and a new session will start 
in the second half of the year.  If the sessional order were applied to any other Bills, it would be on the basis of 
Bills dealt with until 30 June.   

Mr Pendal:  Your backbench will live to regret the sorts of little tricks you are now getting up to, because this is 
the very thing that undid you before.  We had a royal commission out of it, and a Commission on Government. 

Mr KOBELKE:  A while ago the member for South Perth was trying to yell over the top of me about 
misrepresentation.  I accept that his contribution now is one of misrepresentation.  Most Parliaments around 
Australia have some form of business management.  The federal Parliament has a very draconian mechanism 
under which it can put through a range of Bills in no time at all. 

Mr Pendal:  What about the Commission on Government report?  Are you saying that the commissioners did not 
say that you people abused the parliamentary process?  There is chapter and verse on it in the report.  You are 
letting your newer members down because they don’t know what’s going on and they are taking you at face 
value.   

Dr Constable:  And you have a smile on your face.  

Mr KOBELKE:  Yes, because the member for South Perth is huffing and puffing about a Bill that we are going 
to spend more than 50 hours on.  The Independent members helped the Liberal coalition Government in 1993 
when it rammed through three Bills in 37.5 hours, and on other occasions as well.  Now, they are as pure as the 
driven snow.  I am suggesting that after 50 hours of debate we should be able to enforce some form of time 
management to ensure the progress of government legislation that was clearly committed to at the election.  The 
Government will ensure that the legislation is passed in a timely manner, so that the people of this State can 
benefit from it. 

MR JOHNSON (Hillarys) [1.20 pm]:  The amendment moved by the member for South Perth is absolutely 
right.  The Opposition totally supports it.  The Leader of the House’s recollection of the deal is very different 
from mine.  My recollection of it was that the Opposition would allow the Government to bring in a sessional 
order for the Labour Relations Reform Bill, so that the Bill could pass through this House by three o’clock 
tomorrow.  That was the only deal we had.  The Leader of the House asked me - 

Mr Kucera interjected.  

Mr JOHNSON:  I ask the member for Yokine to keep quiet.  I am talking to Mr Speaker.   

Mr Kucera interjected. 

Mr JOHNSON:  The member for Yokine should be sitting in that chair, because he has plenty of that.   

The deal was made between the Leader of the House and me.  I said that the Opposition would accept a sessional 
order as the better of the two bad options that were available to get this Bill through the House by three o’clock 
tomorrow.  The Leader of the House asked whether the Taxation Administration Bill could be added to the 
sessional order, which I am sure he will confirm.  I said that it could not.  I had already given my word that the 
Opposition would allow that Bill to pass through the House in the time frame previously discussed.  The Leader 
of the House has no reason whatsoever to disbelieve what I said, because whenever I give my word on 
something, I carry it though. 

Mr Kobelke:  In which case you have to vote for this motion.  

Mr JOHNSON:  No, not at all. 
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Mr McRae:  Five minutes ago you were agreeing to the sessional order.  

Mr JOHNSON:  I ask the member for Riverton to be quiet.  He should eat his little Easter egg.   

The Opposition has not gone back on that agreement.  In fact, it is crucial that the amendment moved by the 
member for South Perth be agreed to.  If the Leader of the House is being open and honest about this, why 
should he not agree to it?  I have given my word, as leader of opposition business, that the Taxation 
Administration Bill -  

Mr Kobelke:  Is that as good as your word on the amendment that we are going against?  

Mr JOHNSON:  I will tell the Leader of the House once I have finished.  The Leader of the House knows what 
my word is worth.  

Mr Kobelke:  I am finding out what it is worth.  

Mr JOHNSON:  It is worth a lot more than the word of the Leader of the House.   

I accept that the sessional order that has been introduced is not quite what we agreed to last night.  

Mr Murray:  Oh, it is not quite the same.  It is different.  

Mr JOHNSON:  The member for Collie should go back to sleep.  The sessional order is not quite the same.  The 
member for Collie is working against the Government.  Government members should have a word with him.  He 
is trying to say it is when the Leader of the House is agreeing that it is not.  The agreement was that the 
Opposition would accept the sessional order for this Bill, to enable it to go through the House by three o’clock 
tomorrow.  I emphasise that the Opposition did not agree to the sessional order continuing through for the rest of 
this session of Parliament.  

Mr McRae:  Why haven’t you raised that before in the debate?  

Mr JOHNSON:  Because I initially took the word of the Leader of the House.  Perhaps I am a bit naive.   

Mr Kobelke:  What has that to do with my word?  It was given to you in black and white 12 hours ago.  

Mr JOHNSON:  However, the agreement was for this Bill.  If I were a little remiss in not picking it up earlier 
and saying that we wanted it only for this Bill, because that was the agreement, the member for South Perth has 
picked it up.  I am grateful to the member for South Perth for picking that up, because I do not want a blanket 
sessional order put in place.  I believe that if the Government wants to bring in a sessional order for a particular 
piece of legislation, it has the right to do so.  I do not have a problem with that, provided that there is enough 
time during the sessional order period for members on this side of the House to fully debate the clauses within 
any Bill that the Government wants to bring in.  

Mr McGowan:  Have you ever read the standing orders? 

Mr JOHNSON:  Yes. 

Mr McGowan:  Standing Order No 2 states that a sessional order lasts for the duration of the session.  

Mr JOHNSON:  It does not have to.  When standing orders are suspended, all sorts of things can be done.  The 
House can override standing orders by simply suspending them.  This House is the final authority over and 
above the standing orders, because the standing orders can be changed.   

The crux of the matter is that the deal put forward by the Leader of the House was that a sessional order be put in 
place for this Bill.  I gave my word and I will keep it, regardless of what happens now.  The Government has 
been getting its numbers in; that is why so many members are present.  The Government will win the vote, but 
this will come back to bite it one day.  As the member for South Perth rightly said, the backbench members, who 
contribute to this sort of debate only by way of stupid interjection, will live to rue the day they supported this 
motion.  The amendment is a genuine attempt to get this Bill through the House by three o’clock tomorrow.  It 
does not alter the deal the Leader of the House and I had; it simply enforces it.  However, it stops the 
Government from using a blanket sessional order to limit the debate on any business, at any time.   

The member for Churchlands referred to comments that members on the other side, including the Deputy 
Premier and other leading members, made about sessional orders.  They absolutely abhorred this sort of 
sessional order.  Remember WA Inc!  Government members used to say to us, “Have you not learnt any 
lessons?”  The members for Churchlands and South Perth asked whether the Government has learnt any lessons.  
The Opposition totally supports the amendment, in a spirit of goodwill and for the good working of this House.  

Amendment put and a division called for. 

Bells rung and the House divided. 
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Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Members!  It is disorderly for members to speak while I am speaking, even during divisions.   

The division resulted as follows - 

Ayes (20) 

Mr Ainsworth Mrs Edwardes Mr Johnson Mr Trenorden 
Mr Barnett Mr Edwards Mr Masters Mr Waldron 
Mr Board Mr Grylls Mr Pendal Ms Sue Walker 
Dr Constable Ms Hodson-Thomas Mr Barron-Sullivan Dr Woollard 
Mr Day Mr House Mr Sweetman Mr McNee (Teller) 
 

Noes (26) 

Mr Andrews Ms Guise Mr McGowan Mr Ripper 
Mr Bowler Mr Hill Ms McHale Mr Templeman 
Mr Brown Mr Hyde Mr McRae Mr Watson 
Mr Carpenter Mr Kobelke Mr Marlborough Mr Whitely 
Mr Dean Mr Kucera Mrs Martin Ms Quirk (Teller) 
Mr D’Orazio Mr Logan Mr Murray  
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Mr Quigley  

Amendment thus negatived. 

Debate Resumed 

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [1.31 pm]:  I seek to exercise the right of reply.  However, I 
do not wish to preclude anyone from speaking.   

Point of Order 

Mr PENDAL:  I cannot hear what is going on, and we have some interest in what is going on.  

The SPEAKER:  The Leader of the House is seeking the call.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr KOBELKE:  Mr Speaker, I did not wish to preclude anyone else from speaking on the motion.  It was not my 
intention to speak and close debate on the motion to establish this sessional order.  However, given the debate 
that has transpired on the amendment, I need to make two things absolutely clear: first, the accusations that we 
have been tricky and have not kept our word can be shown up by the Opposition’s behaviour on this matter.  We 
came to agreement after some discussions based on an offer from the Opposition.  Last night we presented to the 
Opposition -  

Mr Pendal interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  The member for South Perth! 

Mr KOBELKE:  I will deal with the member for South Perth in a moment.  He can wait; I will cook him very 
slowly in a minute.  We gave opposition members an exact copy of the sessional order, which they had for some 
time.  They gave us leave to move a late notice of the motion to establish this sessional order.  Members opposite 
stood during the debate today and said that they supported it.  Then they said that they did not support it.  Is that 
keeping their word?  Is that doing a deal?  Yet their accusations go on and on about tricky behaviour.  When they 
are put to the test, their word means absolutely nothing.   

Mr Pendal:  When did you give notice?  At midnight last night! 

Mr KOBELKE:  I turn now to the members for South Perth and Churchlands.  They want to dress themselves in 
white as the champions of parliamentary democracy.  I ask them to read Hansard of 18 August 1993 when the 
then Minister for Labour Relations, Graham Kierath, moved a guillotine motion that was exactly the same as the 
motion to establish this sessional order.  When we look at page 2926 of Hansard, who do we find voted with the 
ayes for the imposition of that sessional order?  The members for South Perth and Churchlands - the guardians of 
parliamentary democracy!   

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Members! 
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Mr KOBELKE:  What did they vote for?  They voted to close off debate on the Workplace Agreements Bill.  At 
that stage, debate on the Workplace Agreements Bill had reached clause 8 of 101 clauses.  These champions of 
democracy thought that debating eight clauses out of 101 clauses was ample opportunity to debate the Bill!  Did 
they meet the test on the next Bill?  The Minimum Conditions of Employment Bill had reached debate on clause 
8 of 47 clauses, but the members for South Perth and Churchlands thought that that was enough and that there 
should be no more debate.  They thought that democracy had been served, so they voted for the guillotine and 
shut down debate on the Bill.  They were the champions of parliamentary democracy!  Another Bill, the 
Industrial Relations Amendment Bill, was guillotined during the second reading debate.  Members did not even 
get to finish the second reading debate!  There was absolutely no debate at the committee stage.  The members 
for South Perth and Churchlands did not even want to let members debate the third reading of that Bill.  These 
are the champions of parliamentary democracy!   

The facts speak for themselves.  We are all guilty from time to time of gilding the lily or expressing ourselves in 
a way that perhaps does not measure up to the full truth.  However, the facts speak louder than the words of 
individuals.   

Mr Pendal interjected. 

Mr KOBELKE:  I have a loud voice, as does the member for South Perth.  However, I do not believe it enhances 
the debate for us both to continue to shout at each other, so I will try to keep it down a bit.  The facts are on the 
record.   

Mr Pendal interjected. 

Mr KOBELKE:  When the question was put on whether a guillotine in the form of this sessional order should be 
used, the members for South Perth and Churchlands voted with their feet by closing down debate in this place.  
They might feel guilty about that.  They may wish to cleanse their guilt by somehow saying that this should 
never be done.  However, it is in Hansard.  People know that when those members were put to the test, they 
were found wanting.  Therefore, their accusations and protestations on this matter will be judged in the light of 
the actions they took.   

Question put and a division called for. 

Bells rung and the House divided. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  It is considered disorderly to interject during a division.  I have had enough of such arguments.   

The division resulted as follows - 

Ayes (26) 

Mr Andrews Ms Guise Mr McGowan Mr Ripper 
Mr Bowler Mr Hill Ms McHale Mr Templeman 
Mr Brown Mr Hyde Mr McRae Mr Watson 
Mr Carpenter Mr Kobelke Mr Marlborough Mr Whitely 
Mr Dean Mr Kucera Mrs Martin Ms Quirk (Teller) 
Mr D’Orazio Mr Logan Mr Murray  
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Mr Quigley  

Noes (20) 

Mr Ainsworth Mrs Edwardes Mr Johnson Mr Trenorden 
Mr Barnett Mr Edwards Mr Masters Mr Waldron 
Mr Board Mr Grylls Mr Pendal Ms Sue Walker 
Dr Constable Ms Hodson-Thomas Mr Barron-Sullivan Dr Woollard 
Mr Day Mr House Mr Sweetman Mr McNee (Teller) 
Question thus passed. 
 


