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TIME ALLOCATED FOR DESIGNATED BILLS 
Standing Orders Suspension - Motion 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [9.37 pm]:  I move - 

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary for the following order to apply - 

(1) No delay is necessary between the stages of a bill designated in paragraph (5). 

(2) The Leader of the House or a minister acting on his behalf may at any time specify in the 
Assembly a maximum of time to be allocated for all stages of the bill up to and including the 
third reading, or that the specified time be extended.  A signed copy of the specification will be 
given to the Speaker. 

(3) When the time allocated to any designated bill expires, the Speaker will - 

 (a) put every question necessary to complete passage of the bill without permitting 
further debate or amendment; and 

 (b) in the case of a bill being considered in detail, also put to a vote any amendments 
proposed by the minister or parliamentary secretary with carriage of the bill, 
providing those amendments have been circulated in writing in the chamber at least 
two hours before the relevant allotted time. 

(4) A closure under standing order 106 may not be moved on any question which is the subject of 
allocated time under this order. 

(5) The following bills are designated for the purposes of this order - 

   Limitation Bill 2005; 
  Limitation Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill 2005; 

   Yallingup Foreshore Land Bill 2005; 

 Health Amendment Bill 2005; 
 Contaminated Sites Amendment Bill 2005; 
 Planning and Development Bill 2005; 
 Planning and Development (Consequential and Transitional Provisions) Bill 2005; 
 Metropolitan Region Improvement Tax Amendment Bill 2005; 
 Coal Miners’ Welfare Amendment Bill 2005; 

 Coal Industry Superannuation Amendment Bill 2005; 
 Gene Technology Bill 2005; and 
 Gene Technology Amendment Bill 2005. 

This motion applies to only 12 pieces of legislation that were previously debated and passed by this house in the 
term of the previous government.  This motion will allow maximum time to be allocated for all stages of a bill, 
up to and including the third reading, or allow the specified time to be extended. 

I note it does not allow for the minister or me to reduce the time once it has been set.  It does allow for it to be 
extended.   

The motion is similar to the weekly guillotine motion previously used by the coalition government.  It was 
applied to nearly every bill, or at least a very large number of bills that were brought before this house in that 
time.   

Also, the motion is similar to the government business program procedures used in Victoria and the Australian 
Capital Territory Parliaments that can specify a bill or group of bills and at what time they will be completed.  
The House of Representatives also provides in its standing orders a mechanism - 

Point of Order 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Written speeches are quite adequate, appropriate and within the confines of 
the standing orders for second reading speeches of bills.  This is not a bill and I ask why the minister has to 
resort to a second reading speech on this matter.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am using extensive notes.   
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I was simply drawing on notes to tell members what happens in other Parliaments.   

I certainly hope that it may not be necessary to apply this particular variation to the standing orders to the bills 
that are listed in the motion.   

Some of the bills in the motion are not particularly contentious and were passed quickly in the previous 
Parliament.  For example, which I draw on my notes to get correct, the Coal Miners’ Welfare Amendment Bill 
was dealt with in about half an hour of total debate in this place.  The Contaminated Sites Amendment Bill was 
supported and passed in about 15 minutes.  I am not suggesting a lot of time is necessary to go back over these 
bills.   

Some of these bills were subject to many hours of scrutiny.  For example, and again I draw on my notes to get it 
correct, the planning and development legislation package was subject to 15 hours of quite intense debate, in 
both this house and the Legislation Committee.   

The gene technology legislation was allowed eight hours of debate and the minister responsible is not even in 
this place.  He is in the other house.   

I make it clear that this procedure, or guillotine, will apply only to bills that have already had full passage 
through this place, but it was in the previous Parliament.  Now we are a new Parliament and have new members.  
Those new members should have the right to contribute to the debate.  There is also the potential that the new 
members or even members who were here in the previous Parliament, in the light of having another look at these 
bills, might be able to add new aspects to the debate.  For that reason we must ensure that there is an opportunity 
to debate these bills.  However, in addition to ensuring there is an opportunity to debate them, the government 
does not wish the spirit of standing order 97 to be transgressed.  I am not suggesting that the standing order 
would be transgressed, but it makes it clear that it is not within standing orders for the debate to be repetitious.  
When I say “repetitious” I do not mean one member saying the same thing over and again.  Any member 
repeating matters that have been said by other members preceding the member giving his speech could be 
regarded as contravening standing order 97.  We do not, therefore, wish to embark on these bills and hear exactly 
the same speeches rolled out by a range of members.  This motion will allow the debate to start and members 
will have some informal understanding of how much time will be given for the debate.  If a bill passed through 
this house previously in roughly 15 minutes, we would expect it would take no more than half an hour to an hour 
to pass it again, unless members indicated there was a new issue.  A range of new issues may be opened up, but 
if the debate becomes repetitious, this motion will allow the minister who has passage of the bill or me, as 
Leader of the House, to specify a time in which the bill will be completed.  However, if the ongoing debate 
indicates that new issues have been opened up that have not been properly canvassed, it will be open to the 
minister controlling the bill, having specified a time perhaps an hour or two hours hence, to extend that time.  
The minister cannot further reduce the time but he can extend it.   

This motion will provide members with some certainty on how to get through the list of bills that have 
previously been through this house and, provided the opposition exercises some discipline, it will mean that 
there can be constructive debate and new matters can be opened up that should be debated.  However, it will 
ensure that debate on these bills is not dragged out with the same old issues repeated over and again.  This 
motion is similar to the mechanism that the previous coalition government applied, but it is drastically different 
in that it applies only to bills that have previously passed through this house in the previous Parliament, therefore 
leaving the opportunity for new members, or members who were here previously who want to revisit these bills 
from a new perspective, to contribute to the debate.  It will help expedite the business of the house and ensure 
that these bills are sent back to the other place.  Some of these bills had been sitting in the other place for years 
and had not been dealt with.  In the passage of time some of the underlying issues may have changed; that will 
be left open to debate.  However, if there are no new aspects to the debate, I assume the bills will be passed very 
quickly and sent back to the other place, where we hope they will be treated with more expedition than they were 
in the previous Parliament. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [9.43 pm]:  This motion is absolutely appalling and the 
opposition will oppose it to the hilt.  There was some debate recently about the government’s proposal to simply 
table in this chamber second reading speeches on a range of bills that had been dealt with during the previous 
Parliament.  That proposal was bad enough and points were made then by members that this is a new Parliament.  
I remind the minister about what occurred.  When the previous Parliament was prorogued the Labor Party had 
been unable to manage its affairs in the Parliament sufficiently well.  As a result, when the election was called a 
number of bills had dropped off the edge of the precipice; in other words, they vanished into thin air and went 
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out of existence.  When the new Parliament was called after the election, it started with a clean slate.  Members 
walked into this place without any bills on the notice paper for one very simple reason: this is a new Parliament.  
We start afresh.  That is how the system operates.  The Premier came into the Parliament and introduced the very 
first bill to crank up the whole process.  This government had brought a number of bills before this chamber but, 
through mismanagement, had been unable to progress them through both houses of Parliament before the 
Parliament was prorogued and the election called prior to the current session of Parliament. 
This is becoming a bit of a habit of this government.  Tomorrow the government will introduce legislation.  The 
matter is a bit different from that contained in this motion but the principles are not much different.  I am lucky 
as I have seen a copy of the legislation to be introduced, but I doubt that every member of this chamber has seen 
it.  It has not been formally introduced but will be introduced tomorrow.  Tomorrow the government will 
immediately seek to declare the bill urgent.  The government has no mandate for the bill and there is no crying 
urgency to pass the bill, but it suits the government’s political agenda to pass it through the Parliament 
tomorrow.  That is what will happen.  The government, therefore, has a very important piece of legislation and it 
is prepared to put aside the established parliamentary processes to ram it through this chamber as quickly as 
possible.  We saw that occur recently with the One Vote One Value Bill, when the government eventually 
gagged debate, allowing far less debate on that bill than has occurred on any other contentious bill in the time 
that I have been a member of this Parliament. 
I understand that tomorrow night we will have a gun placed at our head to get the bill through the Parliament by 
midnight.  If we do not rush debate on the bill, guess what?  We will end up losing a day of Parliament.  My 
understanding is that if debate on this bill takes us beyond midnight tomorrow, the government is quite prepared 
to say that Parliament will not sit on Thursday.  Therefore, there will be no question time on that day to keep the 
government accountable and if members want to deal with a matter of public importance, they can forget it; they 
will not have that opportunity.  Guess what?  There will also be no opportunity for the government to progress its 
legislation on that day.  We will be rushing things through, but if the bill is not dealt with by midnight, the day 
after we will all be prepared to go home.  This is an extraordinary state of affairs. 
Coming back to the motion we are dealing with, the 12 bills listed in the motion were all dealt with during the 
previous Parliament but, as the Leader of the House acknowledged, there are 14 new members of this chamber 
and they have the same right to expect to be able to approach and scrutinise these bills in the same way that any 
other member has done previously.  Not only that but also all other members of this chamber should be entitled 
to scrutinise those bills in exactly the same manner and fashion as they scrutinised them last time.  It is almost as 
though the government has presented a fait accompli in that it is saying that it had the numbers to put the bills 
through this place before, with perhaps some support from the opposition, so who cares?  It is as though the 
government is saying that this chamber passed the bills then and it will pass them again now.  That is not the way 
the chamber works.  If it is the way it works, I wonder whether that same principle will apply to the Western 
Power disaggregation legislation.  Does the Leader of the House assume that will happen with that legislation, 
which will be introduced very soon now?  When that bill comes into the Parliament, will it have the same fate as 
it had last time?  I think government members are hoping that it will go the other way around in the two 
chambers this time.  What is good for the goose is good for the gander; in reality the government cannot take for 
granted the outcome of any legislation.  Some of the bills listed in the motion are quite simple matters.  They 
may have taken 15 minutes or half an hour to be debated in the chamber last time.  That does not mean they will 
take 15 minutes or half an hour this time.  That will depend on the members who wish to speak to them.  In the 
opposition’s case it will depend particularly on the shadow minister and the members who intend to talk on them 
and, obviously the Independents and National Party members may wish to speak on them.  Indeed, government 
members themselves may want to talk on some of these bills.  Instead, effectively a legislation conveyor belt is 
being implemented so that the Labor Party will roll in a bill and members will get a quarter of an hour or half an 
hour to debate it and away it will go.   
I want members to understand that this motion is extremely significant because it will set a dangerous precedent.  
What we are dealing with tonight has never happened before in this Parliament.  The government has already 
told us that it will table the second reading speeches of a mass of bills because it does not want to bother with 
that awful formality of reading the speeches.  What will happen now is that a block of bills will be dealt with as 
one.  Previously, if the Leader of the House decided for whatever reason that debate on the Contaminated Sites 
Amendment Bill needed to be guillotined because he genuinely believed that the opposition was being 
obstructive or there was a screamingly urgent reason for him to do so and he was prepared to explain it to the 
house, he could stand and guillotine the debate on that bill.  He could do it prior to that, because he could put a 
sessional order in place or move a gag motion.  A variety of options are available.  However, if he wanted to put 
in place a system to constrain the time available to debate the Contaminated Sites Amendment Bill because he 
wanted to commence and finish the consideration in detail stage by a certain time and because he wanted to 
finish with the bill by a certain time, we would get to debate the matter and discuss it merits.  We would have an 
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opportunity to find out why it was necessary to speed up the passage of that bill and to constrain our debate, 
discussion and scrutiny.   

A number of things are happening here.  First, we will not have that debate for each of the bills.  Bear in mind 
that we are not debating these bills at the moment.  We are pretty limited in our ability to describe why it is 
necessary that the Coal Miners’ Welfare Amendment Bill, for example, should have thorough scrutiny with no 
time constraints placed on it.  We are dealing with a lot number of 12 bills.  We are being asked to give the 
Leader of the House approval to set time constraints arbitrarily on any one or all of those bills.   

The other key point is that usually when the Leader of the House wishes to curtail debate and place time 
constraints on a particular bill, not only do all members of the Legislative Assembly get a chance to talk about it, 
and not only is the Leader of the House accountable to the people of this state through the members of the 
Legislative Assembly, but also there is something else: at the end of the day, we may take a vote on whether that 
process will go ahead.  It happens within the constraints of this chamber - it is dealt with by the Parliament.   

What the minister is saying now is, “Pass this motion and give me carte blanche to take over that responsibility 
from the Parliament.  I do not need you lot; we do not need members to think about whether they want to curtail 
debate on any of the 12 bills.  Either me or one of my ministerial colleagues will make that decision for you.”  In 
other words, for all intents and purposes, the Leader of the House wants to usurp the powers of this chamber as 
administratively set out by the standing orders.  He is saying that he wants to take over that responsibility.  Never 
before in the history of this chamber, as far as I am aware, has a minister said that he will take over that 
responsibility from the other 55 members of this chamber.  Instead of having 12 debates and 12 decisions on 12 
pieces of legislation, with the Legislative Assembly making an informed decision in each case, he wants us to 
hand over that responsibility to the Leader of the House or a minister.  The crazy thing is that the Leader of the 
House has just said that it may not be necessary to constrain debate on some of those bills.  He has said that one 
of them will take 15 minutes to be dealt with, and yet he has included them all on the list.  If he is already 
suggesting that debate on some of the bills does not have to be curtailed, why have a motion that gives him the 
authority to usurp the power of this Parliament and curtail debate on any of those bills?  Putting it bluntly, why 
does the Leader of the House not eventually guillotine debate on a bill or put an order in place to curtail the 
debate on a particular bill?   

It is getting to the stage at which I am beginning to wonder why we need this chamber.  With respect to one of 
the bills, I heard the minister say, “Gosh, the minister responsible is not even in this chamber.”  In other words, 
implicit in that comment is the assumption that if the minister handling a bill is not in the chamber, the chamber 
does not need to debate it - “Why don’t we just get those bills and chuck them straight on up to Hon Kim Chance 
to deal with up there?  We do not need to go through that process.”  I have news for the government.  There are 
two houses of Parliament and there are long-established reasons why that system works particularly well.  
However, the Leader of the House has said that we do not need to debate a bill if the minister responsible is not 
in this house.   

He then went on to talk about standing order 97.  Essentially, what is not in this motion is how he will make up 
his mind whether to use his new power to curtail debate on any bill.  He has said that he will determine whether 
debate on a bill becomes repetitious.  I have a couple of points.  First, that is not up to the Leader of the House or 
a minister to determine.  Under standing order 97, that decision is ultimately up to the Speaker, or the house 
through the Speaker, because any decision is ultimately a matter for the house to make.  If the minister in charge 
wants to take a point of order and say that the member for Dawesville has been putting up repetitious arguments 
about the Health Amendment Bill, for example, he can take a point of order.  If the Speaker upholds it, chances 
are the debate will move on from there.  The Leader of the House then indicated that because debate on these 
bills was dealt with during the previous Parliament, if those arguments are repeated now, that will make them 
repetitious.  That is the inference I made from what the Leader of the House said.  His comment is not the case at 
all, and that is not how standing order 97 operates.  It does not relate to a debate that happened in a previous 
Parliament.  In every single respect, the arguments that the Leader of the House is putting up to justify this 
enormous new power that he wants to take on himself fall in a heap.   

The bottom line is that this Leader of the House and his government - I assume that all Labor members will 
support this motion - are prepared to ride roughshod over what are very good and well-established parliamentary 
practices.  I stress the fact that this has never happened before.  Once something like this happens, we might see 
it happen again and again.  This motion is lacking a lot of detail.  The Leader of the House has indicated that at a 
certain stage he might decide to curtail debate on a bill.  However, he has given no firm time frame.  Will he do 
so after half an hour’s debate or after an hour’s debate?  If we spend 15 minutes on a previous bill and half an 
hour on the one before that, will more time be allowed on a subsequent bill?  The bottom line with all of this is 
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that through this motion the government will trample over the authority of Parliament and the ability of 
individual members to represent the broader community in the way they are elected to do so.   

One very obvious question is: what is the rush?  We are prepared to do away with sitting on Thursday, but we 
have to rush all this legislation through.  We are at the beginning of the year, Parliament has only just 
commenced, yet the government wants to rush through 12 pieces of legislation.  This government has already 
shown its managerial ineptitude by being unable to get these 12 pieces of legislation through the previous 
Parliament.  If it could not get them through the previous Parliament, why is it already starting a logjam for this 
year?  I do not think the upper house will handle these bills in the same way.  The bottom line is that the Leader 
of the House wants a heap more power to ram through 12 pieces of legislation at his discretion.   

Every single argument he has put up to support what he is trying to do is fundamentally flawed.  We will oppose 
this motion. 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin) [9.59 pm]:  The Nationals will also oppose this motion.  I endorse the 
comments of the member for Leschenault.  I believe he put the points very well.  Therefore, I will not go over all 
those points.  However, I will make just a couple of points.  When the motion to table and have incorporated in 
Hansard the second reading speeches for these designated bills was brought before this house, the National Party 
said at first that it was in agreement and could see reasons for that happening, such as to save time etc, if there 
were no changes.  However, of course, there were changes.  At that stage we felt that if there were changes, 
tabling and incorporating the second reading speeches was not the right way to go, and the house should follow 
the proper process.  There have been changes to the bills.  There are new members who were not in the previous 
Parliament.  Given those changes and the time factor, I think it is only fair and reasonable - I believe it is 
expected - that members of this house have the opportunity to put forward their thoughts on pertinent points on 
behalf of their electorates.  As I understand it, that is what we are elected to do.  That is our role.  If we are not 
given that opportunity, we are not fulfilling the role for which we are elected.  I strongly believe that.   

This motion provides for debate on the bills to be guillotined and the method by which that should happen.  I do 
not think there is a real need for this motion.  As a previous speaker pointed out, when a bill is called on, the 
government always has the option to gag the debate if it sees fit.  It is interesting that the Leader of the House 
mentioned that before 2001, the previous coalition government applied this approach.  I was not in this place at 
that time.  However, I have been reliably informed that when that happened, the current government, the then 
Labor opposition, was vehemently opposed to it and made that point very strongly.  It talked about principles etc.  
However, that has all changed now, of course, just as so many things have changed.  I have already spoken about 
that today: all of a sudden things change.  We talk about principles all the time.  Once again we see those 
principles just go out the window.  I am sorry; I do not suppose Hansard can actually record a whistle.  I am 
looking forward to reading that!   

The other point which I want to make and which was also covered by the member for Leschenault is an issue 
that I find really strange.  The Leader of the House raised a point about standing order 97 and repetition.  He then 
talked about repetition from one speaker to the next.  When I first came into this Parliament, I found one thing 
very difficult.  We would be dealing with a bill.  One member would stand and speak, and then the next member 
would stand and say much the same thing.  That sounded a bit dumb to me.  I could not work it out for a while.  
Then I realised why that happened.  It is because we are in this place to represent our electorates.  Our electorates 
expect us to represent their thoughts.  That is what we are elected to do, and that is what we should do.  Quite 
often, as members listen to other speakers, they learn on the way through.  I have found that very helpful.  When 
I first came into this place, a previous member, Hendy Cowan, encouraged me to sit in the chamber.  I know why 
he did that.  It was because that is how members learn.  This motion takes away elected members’ rights.  Yes, 
there might be a reason for wanting to get these bills through the house.  However, the point I make is that I do 
not think members will speak for long periods on these bills.  The Leader of the House made the point, which 
was fair enough, that last time some of the speeches were very short. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Whatever it is that is taking the interest of members, I hope it takes them outside 
the chamber, because there is far too much noise, and I am having difficulty hearing the member with the call. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I know that last time there was a fair bit of debate on some of these bills.  I cannot 
understand why the government wants to group them all together.  Obviously, it just wants to whip them 
through.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  They are not all grouped together.  They will be handled separately.  If any times are set, 
there will be different times for each bill. 
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Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Yes.  However, I believe the member for Leschenault made a very good point.  The 
Leader of the House has said that he will see how debate is going on the bills and make sure it is not repetitious 
debate.  However, the fact is that if debate on one bill takes a long time, debate on the next one will be cut short. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  No. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  In practice, I think that will happen. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We’ll see. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  I am not as experienced as some people, but, in practice, I think that will happen.  The 
Leader of the House said that he will not set a time at the start, but he will see how the debate goes.  At the end 
of the day, he will control the debate.  New members did not have the opportunity to speak on those bills last 
time.  For members who were in the previous Parliament, things might have changed and they might have more 
interest in a particular bill.  However, they will not be given the opportunity to speak. 

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  This is meant to be a place in which some principles are upheld.  I feel for the new 
members in this place.  They have come into this Parliament, and because of what they have experienced since 
then, I reckon they must be wondering what they have got themselves into. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  That is right. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  Good on the minister! 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  No, because people outside this place hold this place in pretty high esteem.  The way in 
which proceedings have been conducted since we have been back in this Parliament has no credibility 
whatsoever.  If anyone thinks it has, that person is kidding himself.  He has probably been here for too long, and 
it is time to hop outside and look back in.  That is a fact.  I talked about this the other night.  I believe it.  
Members might say that I am naive or whatever.  However, sometimes it does not hurt for a person to stand back 
and have a little look at himself.  This government should do that.  What the government is trying to do is 
dangerous.  It should not happen.  The Nationals will strongly oppose this motion. 

DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [10.06 pm]:  The thing that members learn in this place after a while is 
that governments propose guillotine motions and oppositions oppose them.  Having been in this place for as long 
as I have, it is interesting to watch the government members now who were in opposition in 1993, when they 
were so vehement in their opposition to the guillotine.  It is just breathtaking to read the words of this motion.  
The disregard that the Leader of the House has for the Parliament is unbelievable.  The second part of this 
motion states -  

The Leader of the House or a minister acting on his behalf may at any time specify in the Assembly a 
maximum of time to be allocated for all stages of the bill up to and including the third reading . . .  

It could be five minutes.  Is that right?  If the minister decides he has had enough and wants to go home, or he is 
hungry and wants to have some supper, it could be five minutes, and that could be the end of it.  Is that correct? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You demean the whole debate in this place with that comment. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  No, the question is that it could be five minutes.  The Leader of the House could specify 
five minutes. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  If you were doing it - 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Answer the question. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  If you were doing it, it might be true.  I won’t be. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  It could be, though, because of the way this motion is written. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  If you were doing it, but not me. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  The way this motion is written, the time to finish all stages could be five minutes, or it 
could be 10 minutes or 20 minutes.  Is that correct? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is not the intention of the motion that I moved. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  However, it could happen that way.  The Leader of the House could decide after two 
hours of debate that he has had enough.  He will give another 15 minutes and then it is all over.  All the Leader 
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of the House must do is sign a copy of the specification and give it to the Speaker.  This gives incredible power 
to the executive and to ministers, which I have not seen happen in this house before.  I want to ask the Leader of 
the House what the procedure will be when that time is up.  This will be written on a piece of paper and given to 
the person in the chair.  What happens then? 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  At the conclusion of the time, all necessary questions will be put to conclude the passage of 
the bill. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  No sessional order motion will be put for the house to decide.  The executive decides, not 
the house.  Therefore, we are giving much more power to the executive than we have given before - certainly 
much more power than was given under the Court government when a sessional order was made. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It applies to only the 12 bills that have already passed through this house. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I do not care to which bills it applies.  It applies to these 12 bills.  However, we are 
giving far more power to the executive than we have given before. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Over bills that this house has already passed. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I think the house should understand what will happen if this motion is passed.  That is 
what we are doing.  After listening to the Leader of the House debate previous sessional orders in the time of the 
Court government, I find it extraordinary that he has done this.  It seems to me that the lessons of the 1980s have 
not been learnt all that well, when a royal commission looked at the abuse of executive power.  The Leader of 
the House’s disregard for this place is very concerning.  I agree with the member for Wagin.  We are dealing 
with some fundamental principles about how this Parliament should work.  For the Parliament to give this power 
to executive members is of great concern.  I have quoted what Andrew Mensaros said about the guillotine, and I 
will quote it again, because he was a man who was held in high regard in this Parliament and a man who held 
this Parliament in high regard.  In a debate in this place on 18 August 1993, he said -  

I return to the real and pragmatic meaning of Parliament.  It is all very well to say it is the job of 
Parliament to legislate; but the real and proper meaning of Parliament today is to provide a forum for 
members of Parliament to check the Executive of the day.  That is quite clear.  That is the main purpose 
of Parliament, whether it occurs by way of debate on a Bill, an urgency motion or a motion moved on 
private members’ day, or whether it be on a grievance or even during question time.  If Parliament is 
managed properly, legislation can be passed without undue delay.  If delay is experienced, it happens 
only once or twice during a session.  Indeed, that has been past experience. 

I agree with the Leader of the House that these bills have been debated previously.  However, there is no need to 
use the guillotine on them.  This is a new Parliament.  There are new members who should be given the 
opportunity to debate these bills.  This might have happened before, as I think the member for Leschenault said.  
However, these bills just fell into oblivion.  They are now back before the Parliament for scrutiny.  Perhaps new 
things will be found or improvements can be made that the Leader of the House has not imagined can be made.  
Every member of this Parliament has the right to be involved in those debates.  It is a tad arrogant for the Leader 
of the House to say we have had our chance; we have done this before, and it is the same thing, so we should just 
push these bills through the Parliament.  It is disappointing that the Leader of the House has taken that approach.   

I do not think the Parliament would have delayed these bills.  However, we now have the opportunity to have 
another look at them.  Why not do that?  The only bill that I would consider urgent is the Limitations Bill.  The 
remainder of the bills are not of any great urgency.  What will it matter if it takes an extra few hours to pass 
legislation in this house?  It does not matter in the scheme of things.  It is just an inconvenience for the Leader of 
the House and other members of the executive.  We should think carefully about passing motions such as this 
and passing even more power to the executive, thereby giving up the right of this Parliament and every member 
of this Parliament to debate legislation.   

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin) [10.12 pm]:  I support the comments of my colleague the member for Wagin, 
who noted that the National Party will be opposing this motion.  As one of the members who was in the line to 
make a contribution to the third reading debate on the One Vote One Value Bill, I find it pretty difficult to 
believe the Leader of the House when he says we should trust him on these bills.  Many of the new members 
wanted to make a contribution to that debate.  I am not a new member - I have been here for one term - but I also 
wanted to make a contribution to that very important debate for our electorates.  There was probably no more 
important debate for members to take part in than a debate on a bill that proposes to abolish certain electorates.  
However, the Leader of the House was happy to have that debate gagged.  Therefore, for the Leader of the 
House to ask us to give him a bit of leeway and to trust him with this motion is a bit rich.   
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I seek some clarification from the minister, because paragraph (3) of the motion states that when the time 
allocated to any designated bill expires, the Speaker will -  

(b) in the case of a bill being considered in detail, also put to a vote any amendments proposed by 
the minister or parliamentary secretary with carriage of the bill, providing those amendments 
have been circulated in writing in the chamber at least two hours before the relevant allotted 
time.   

My reading of that part of the motion leads me to believe that if we agree to this motion, an amendment will be 
able to be put without any debate at all, so long as the amendment has been circulated to the chamber.  As the 
member for Wagin stated, the National Party believed that there probably was some merit in these bills going 
forward if no changes were made to them.  However, as the minister outlined in the previous discussion, 
amendments have been proposed to some of these pieces of legislation.  Once again, the minister is asking the 
Parliament to take a leap of faith and believe that any amendments will only be minor and will not have major 
consequences for the bill.  However, we do not know that.  As the member for Churchlands has outlined, the 
difficulty is that we have a history in which both sides of the Parliament have supported these types of debates.  
However, we are now stepping onto a new path in history in which amendments can be passed without any 
debate.  I do not believe that should be happening.  If amendments are proposed to a piece of legislation, they 
deserve to have the full and open scrutiny of the Parliament.  If amendments had been proposed to any of those 
12 pieces of legislation the last time they came into the Parliament, we would have had that debate in this 
Parliament.  The situation should not be any different this time around.  The Leader of the House may have a 
point with regard to the bills that are not proposed to be changed.  However, if amendments are proposed to any 
of the bills, the Parliament should have the opportunity for full and open debate.  This motion does not allow 
that.  That is a flaw in the motion.  If there is a flaw in the motion, not only will the opposition not be supporting 
it, but the government should not be supporting it either.   

The minister has obviously not been listening to the debate.  That is another concern.  We are talking about 
gagging the debate.  The minister has not been listening to the concerns that we have been raising but has been 
talking to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  That is very disappointing.    

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I am not trying to be a smart alec.  I am just making the point. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members on my right, and the member on his feet!  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  It is in Hansard, but the minister will not see Hansard until tomorrow, when this motion 
will have been passed.  

Mr P.B. Watson interjected.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I do not mind inane interjections if I am carrying on an inane debate, but I am making a 
valid point about this motion.  I would have thought the member for Albany would have some empathy with my 
concern that amendments will be made to legislation and none of us will get the opportunity to debate those 
amendments.   

Mr P.B. Watson:  We have already debated them. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  We have not spoken to the amendments, because the amendments have not been moved.  
Does the member have any idea what we do in this place?  He has no idea at all.  I do not mind interjections 
when they are warranted, but the member for Albany plays no part in any of the debates that we have in this 
Parliament.  He only pipes up late at night when it is obviously past his bedtime.  This is an important motion.   

Mr P.B. Watson:  Are you getting personal now? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I am getting personal.  I hope Hansard is not recording the comments made by the member 
for Albany.  People who read Hansard will find out that in the first six weeks of this Parliament, the only 
comments on the Hansard record from the member for Albany were sooky lah lah!  How would he spell that?   

This is an important issue.  I hope the Leader of the House, if he was listening to my contribution, will inform 
me whether amendments can be made to these piece of legislation without debate.   

The final point I make is that if the minister of the day will be making the decision about whether the debate is 
repetitious and irrelevant, why do we need to have a position such as Speaker?  The role of the Speaker is to 
determine whether the standing orders are being followed.  For the Leader of the House to be able to gag the 
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debate because of standing order 97 is an abuse of the role of the Speaker.  That is another reason that we should 
not support the motion.   

Other members opposite may not be following the debate.  This motion has serious flaws, particularly with 
regard to amendments being moved to legislation.  Debate on the Contaminated Sites Amendment Bill, to which 
the minister referred, lasted only 15 minutes.  It is an important piece of legislation that has bipartisan support.  If 
amendments are made to that bill in the upper house, it is important that they be scrutinised.  They might be 
supported by the opposition.  Those amendments should be scrutinised, but this motion will not allow that; 
therefore, it should be opposed by every member. 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [10.19 pm]:  I promise to be 
brief and to not breach standing order 97.  We must ask ourselves why this sessional order has been moved.  It 
appears that all but three items on the notice paper will be dealt with under this sessional order.  What is the 
urgency for passing these bills?  It is not as though we are in the dying stages of the parliamentary term, which is 
usually when time management is introduced.  We know that time management is applied in the House of 
Representatives and that it has been used in this Parliament before.  There does not seem to be an imperative to 
pass all these bills in a hurry.  I refer, for example, to two bills within my shadow portfolio, the new Gene 
Technology Bill and the Gene Technology Amendment Bill 2005.  These two bills are the Western Australian 
component of an intergovernmental agreement on gene technology signed by the states and territories.  The 
commonwealth legislation came into operation on 21 June 2000 and these bills were passed in this Parliament in 
2001.  They then progressed to the Legislative Council, where they were referred to the Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs.  The Leader of the House tried to explain to the Parliament that these bills must 
be dealt with quickly because they have not been dealt with in the upper house.  Why not?  They were referred to 
the upper house Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs.  That committee travelled the world 
and reported largely on gene technology in other countries and recommended a series of amendments to the 
legislation.  The time has almost lapsed already for the review of the commonwealth legislation.  The 
recommendations made by the standing committee cannot be incorporated into the state legislation because they 
must be included in the commonwealth legislation; therefore, there is no imperative to pass this legislation in a 
hurry.  If it is that important, it should have been done a long time ago.   

It is clear that the government is suffering from its own incompetence, inaction and lack of ability to have made 
these bills a priority in the Legislative Council or the Legislative Assembly in the past.  This Parliament has a 
large number of new members, so why not give them an opportunity to speak on these bills?  The opposition 
opposes the sessional order.  It is not necessary, and it is heavy-handed action by the government.  I cannot see 
why it is so important for all these bills to be passed before the end of this week.  

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [10.23 pm]:  I will not support this motion, which the minister has 
moved in light of the fact that the upper house will sit Tuesday to Friday for the next four weeks.  Even if the 
Legislative Council does sit for the extra time, it still must examine bills one at a time.  It would be far more 
reasonable if the government extended the sitting hours of this house so that new members - I can see by the 
smiles of some members on this side of the house that they agree with me - can participate in the debate and 
some of the more long-standing members can raise any new points they have, without the debate being gagged.  
If this motion is passed, legislation will be rushed through this house and debate will be curtailed by one 
guillotine after another, and that is not what this Parliament is all about.  It is meant to give members an 
opportunity to scrutinise legislation to make sure that it is good legislation.  If it is rushed it will not be good 
legislation.  Members of this Parliament, particularly the new members, will look ridiculous when they return to 
their electorates, because they will not understand the legislation and, therefore, they will not be able to answer 
questions on it.  The government should consider the effects of this motion because, as other members have said, 
when the Labor Party was in opposition, it opposed moves to rush legislation through the house in this way.  It is 
a shame that both parties seem to forget the principles they claim to hold dear when they are elected to 
government.  Therefore, I will not support the motion.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (26) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr S.R. Hill Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk Mr D.A. Templeman 
(Teller) 
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper  

Noes (22) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr D.T. Redman Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr A.J. Simpson Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr G. Snook Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg  
Dr E. Constable Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas  

            

Pairs 

 Mr P.W. Andrews Ms K. Hodson-Thomas 
 Mr M. McGowan Mr M.W. Trenorden 
 Dr G.I. Gallop Ms S.E. Walker 

Question thus passed. 

House adjourned at 10.29 pm 

__________ 
 


