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CONSTITUTION AND ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2016 — 
SPEAKER’S RULING — STANDING ORDERS SUSPENSION 

Motion 
MR B.J. GRYLLS (Pilbara — Leader of the National Party) [4.10 pm]: I move — 

That this house — 
(a) recognises that the Speaker’s ruling in relation to the Constitution and Electoral 

Amendment Bill 2016 is in conformity with the practice of the house; 
(b) acknowledges there is a public interest in having the bill debated in this house; 
(c) suspends so much of the standing orders as is necessary for the bill to be accepted from 

the Council and, subject to the house voting in the affirmative with an absolute majority at 
each stage of the bill, to proceed through its stages in the house; and 

(d) directs that the following message be sent to the Legislative Council — 
(i) informs the Legislative Council that the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 

2016 forwarded from the Legislative Council to the Legislative Assembly on 
8 September 2016 contains a clear appropriation which does not conform with section 
46(1) of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899; and 

(ii) nevertheless, and on the basis that the undoubted financial privileges of the 
Legislative Assembly are not diminished, has resolved to accept receipt of the 
Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2016. 

This motion is about the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2016. I thank the house for its support in 
considering the motion. The aforementioned bill was introduced in the Legislative Council as a private 
member’s bill on 17 March 2016 by Hon Martin Aldridge. The bill was passed by the Legislative Council on 
8 September 2016 and transmitted to the Assembly. The bill was passed by the Liberal Party, the National Party, 
the Greens and the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party. The bill seeks to increase the size of the 
Legislative Assembly by two members with effect from the 2021 state general election. The additional two 
districts will be assigned by the independent office of the Electoral Distribution Commissioners as part of their 
2019 boundary review. 
In speaking to the suspension of standing orders, the National Party holds this issue very, very seriously. We 
were very disappointed that the regional seat of Eyre was abolished at the last redistribution. We have moved to 
bring forward a bill to allow for two extra electorates to be established. Although we have no control over the 
Electoral Distribution Commissioners, if those two seats had been part of their consideration, certainly the seat 
of Eyre would not have been abolished when they made that decision. 

I thank members of the Liberal Party for considering this issue at their party meeting today. They resolved not to 
support the suspension of standing orders. I respect that decision, but, again, the Nationals have the ability to 
bring private members’ bills forward to Parliament. They are able to be debated and decisions can be made. The 
Labor Party would see that as disunity. I do not see that at all. I see that as us taking our place in Parliament and 
putting forward issues that are important to us.  

I conclude my contribution knowing that this motion will not be passed because the Labor Party is already on the 
record opposing the creation of two extra seats. In the words of the commissioners — 

The removal of a district from the vast landscape of country Western Australia has a significant impact 
on the democratic process, especially for people in an electorate that is effectively abolished and for 
those who find themselves in geographically larger districts as a consequence. 

Today Parliament has the opportunity to reinstate the bill passed by the Legislative Council and to meet the 
requirements of the standing orders of the house and allow us to create the two extra seats before the 2021 
election to ensure that country representation continues to be maintained. I commend the bill to the house.  

Point of Order 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I understand that the member for Pilbara is referring to a private member’s bill. I note 
that he is a member of cabinet. I question whether it is proper for him to be the sponsor of the bill in this house.  

The SPEAKER: Member, it is just a motion, which he can talk on. If the thing had to progress, he cannot move 
that the bill be read a first time because he is a minister of the government. That is how it works. Thank you. 
That is a good point of order.  
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Debate Resumed 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Leader of the House) [4.14 pm]: I note that this motion is listed on the 
notice paper as “Business of the Assembly”; it is not listed as government business, as was explained to me by 
the Clerk earlier, and that is an important distinction. From the government’s point of view—certainly from the 
Liberal Party’s point of view—we are not supportive of the motion. That does not necessarily mean that we 
disagree with the overall intention of what is being sought to be achieved but we are of the view that it is not 
appropriate to suspend standing orders to completely change the normal process whereby a bill that involves the 
expenditure of public moneys needs to be introduced into the Legislative Assembly. We would be supportive of 
a member of the National Party, or anybody else for that matter, introducing a new bill into the Assembly so that 
it could be considered in the normal way and allow an appropriate amount of time for some debate on that 
according to our overall priorities—but we are not supportive of suspending standing orders to deal with the 
matter in this way.  

Of course, that does not mean that we disagree with paragraph (a) of the motion, which recognises your ruling, 
Mr Speaker. Of course we do. We are not supportive of the motion as a whole for the reason I mentioned. We 
are of the view that if the substance of this issue is going to be considered, it should be done in a considered 
manner in the next term of Parliament. We respect the right of the National Party to raise this issue, of course. As 
I said, there would be some sympathy within the Liberal Party for what is being sought to be achieved. On the 
other hand, there would be some public debate about whether it is a priority of government expenditure to be 
appointing and paying for an extra two members of Parliament and all the associated costs. That is an issue that 
we believe could be considered in the next term of Parliament over the next four years. 

For those reasons, the Liberal Party is not supportive of the motion, whilst we respect the substance of the issues 
that the National Party is seeking to raise.  

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [4.16 pm]: I rise to indicate that the 
opposition will not be supporting this motion. There are a few reasons behind that. Firstly, Mr Speaker, you 
made a ruling on 13 September in which, after due consideration, you found that the bill that the National Party 
introduced could be introduced only in the Legislative Assembly because it is a bill that authorises the 
expenditure of money. For those members who are new, bills that authorise the expenditure of money under the 
Constitution of Western Australia can be introduced only into the Assembly. The Assembly has that position of 
authority, if you like, in relation to expenditure of government money, so bills can only be introduced in this 
place. That has been the constitutional practice since at least the 1880s, but, as I understand it, has been the 
practice in Westminster democracies for hundreds of years. That is the practice under the state Constitution of 
1889 that the Leader of the National Party read in the other day.  

The Leader of the National Party, the leader of a conservative political party, is seeking to subvert the provisions 
of the Constitution. That is a pretty big deal. I would not have thought that they are the ordinary antics of 
a conservative political party to try to subvert the provisions of the state’s Constitution—an accepted practice in 
this place for 117 years. It is not only the accepted practice, but it is also the law of the state. It is extraordinary 
that the member is trying to do this. I hope that no members of Parliament agree to this motion because what the 
Leader of the National Party is trying to do is against the law. If Liberal Party members consider themselves 
conservatives, they should support it. If members of the National Party consider themselves conservatives—that 
is, as they claim, to be upholders of proper processes and the law—they should not support it. Clearly, 
subverting the Constitution is now something that the National Party wants to do.  

Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No-one listens to the member for North West Central, and he is never getting promoted. 
I remember the days when he used to stack Young Labor. He is never getting promoted because no-one on 
his side — 

Mr V.A. Catania: You’ll never be Premier of this state ever. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member might be right. I will tell him why he will never be promoted; it is because 
no-one from either party on his side trusts him. The first point I make is that we do not support the suspension 
because it subverts the state’s Constitution. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: That is enough. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The second point I make is that this is a political manoeuvre by the National Party—it is 
a political manoeuvre. The redistribution occurred and the boundaries of the electorates were settled last year, 
and if the National Party had wanted to do something about this, it has had more than 20 weeks of sitting since 
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then to bring this bill before the Parliament and have it debated. This is a political manoeuvre just before the 
election; the National Party knows it and we know it. This is a political manoeuvre, because the National Party 
could have done it as soon those boundaries were handed down by the Electoral Commission. If the 
National Party was really concerned, it could have acted. The Leader of the National Party knows that; he can 
interject all he likes, but I will make my speech and he can make his speech. 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

The SPEAKER: That is enough. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: On the death knock of the election, with four more sitting weeks of Parliament, suddenly 
the National Party is saying that this is urgent and that it has to stand up for country people. It has had 20 weeks 
of Parliament in which to do it, but it has not. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Eight years. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is true. The National Party has actually had eight years, but since the redistribution it 
has had all year. The National Party can pretend — 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We are voting against the suspension, and I will go into other reasons for that in 
a moment. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: That is enough. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The National Party has had all year, but it did not do anything. Its members have fought 
like cats and dogs, its previous leader was rolled and its new leader has come out with his plans that he knows he 
will never be able to implement, and this is all — 

Mr B.J. Grylls: Say that again? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No. Mr Speaker — 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the National Party. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The National Party is pretending to care about an issue that it has not done anything about. 
The second part of what the National Party is doing is trying to separate itself from the Liberal Party; this is 
another example. The National Party first did that a few weeks ago when the member for Pilbara assumed the 
leadership with his plan that he knows he will never be able to implement. The second thing is this: the 
National Party has now found another tool to try to separate itself from the Liberal Party, and particularly 
country Liberals. The National Party will be out there saying, “Look at us; we stand up for the country more than 
you do.” That is what the National Party is doing. 

I make it plain: in the current economic climate, the state government has massive levels of debt, people in our 
schools have lost jobs, large numbers of people in hospitals have lost jobs—hundreds and hundreds, in fact — 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Leader of the National Party might not care, but I am telling him. 
There are people in our schools, people in our hospitals — 
Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the National Party, I have asked you enough times to leave the Leader of the 
Opposition with the call. I call you to order for the second time. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not support this as a priority of this Parliament in an environment in which people are 
losing their jobs at major hospitals across the state. In fact, that is occurring across the community. Contracts 
have not been renewed and the like, and people’s jobs in schools have not been renewed. I was in Kununurra the 
other day meeting teachers’ aides who had lost their jobs. We are seeing that all over Western Australia with 
hundreds, if not thousands, of people. The National Party says that the solution is to provide more members of 
Parliament. Honestly, what world does the National Party live in? Does it think the people of Western Australia 
want that as a solution to the ills that the government has forced upon them during its course? Does the 
National Party think people are fooled that that creates any solution to what has happened in Western Australia 
over the course of the last few years? People are not fooled by that; this is just posturing. Where is the assurance 
that any of those members of Parliament will be allocated to the regions? There is no assurance. There may well 
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be extra members of Parliament representing the metropolitan area. That may well be the outcome here. Over the 
course of the last eight years, there has been a bigger proportion of people living in the city than in the country. 
Under the government that the National Party is part of, the city has grown to a greater degree than the country. 
Mr T.K. Waldron interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Apparently that is my fault. In one of his previous contributions, the member for Wagin 
said that it is my fault that over the last eight years a greater proportion of people live in the city than the 
country. Honestly, member for Wagin, look in the mirror. 
We will not support this motion. The National Party had the temerity to move this motion today of all days, 
when the entire government is imploding. The Premier had to order all the Liberal members of Parliament out 
there onto the front steps of Parliament House. They were railroaded out there. A real farmer in this place, 
Hon Darren West, would have been able to bring along one of his cattle dogs to get members of Parliament out 
there behind the Premier. Funnily enough, I was walking through the foyer and I noticed that the Liberals were 
arriving late—some seemed a little reluctant, I might say, to be there. I looked at the photos and, I am not sure, 
but there might have been a couple of Liberal members who were not there and who are not happy. Then, there 
is the fifth columnist over here, the member for Jandakot, and the fifth columnist, the Treasurer. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: That is enough. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Both of them were there looking grumpy. In fact, the Treasurer was standing down the 
back talking to the member for Eyre and the former Minister for Local Government, taking no interest in 
proceedings. But I digress. 
I think the people of Western Australia deserve better than this. On a day when the government is imploding, the 
priority of the National Party is to try to put more bums on seats in here—that is its priority. Does that not say 
everything about the government? Why is the National Party not talking about plans for the future? 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: There is the forced laughter. Over the past two weeks — 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Moore, I call you to order for the first time. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am more than happy to talk about our plans. Over the last three weeks, I have released 
six separate policies. We have released plans for health, plans for jobs, plans for transport and plans for freight 
and trade. We have been releasing lots of plans for the future. 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for North West Central. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The National Party is releasing a plan for more bums on seats in this place. 
I do not think the Liberal Party is going to support this. To be honest, I think Liberal members are sitting there 
looking a bit sheepish about the whole turn of events and a bit embarrassed about what the National Party is up 
to. I think it is pretty plain to any observer of this place that whilst the government is burning, the National Party 
is coming in here with plans for more members of Parliament. 

Mr B.J. Grylls: Yes, absolutely. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes; the Leader of the National Party confirms it. 

I note the gritted teeth of Liberal members here who have to endure this as part of the government. Liberal 
members are out there trying to be a unified team despite everything that has gone on today—after lunchtime 
today the Liberal Party was back there being unified. Remember the message? I saw on ABC News 24, in live 
coverage, the Premier saying, “We’re a unified team.” There he was on ABC News 24 and he handed over to the 
Deputy Premier and then handed over to the leader of the upper house and each one of them said, 
“We’re unified; we’re back on track”, but in the second vote to come before this Parliament today, the 
Liberal Party is going to vote against the National Party. How is that a unified team? The Liberal Party cannot 
pretend that the government is just the Liberals. As hard as it may be for the Liberal Party to bear, it has the 
National Party sitting there with it. As rotten and as hard as that is for the Liberal Party to put up with, it has the 
National Party sitting there with it—out there announcing its own plans, saying everything it will do differently, 
undermining Liberal members in their seats and coming up with policies that it knows it cannot implement in 
order to separate itself from the Liberal Party. I know that members of the government hate it, and I do not blame 
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them for hating it because it would be hard to bear. This afternoon, members of the government were trying to 
show a unified team but in the second vote to come before this Parliament, they will vote against each other. It is 
hardly unified. How is it a unified team when six or seven government members in this place will vote against 
other members of the government? That is not unity. That is not direction for the state. Members opposite agree 
with me; they know what I am saying. They know it is correct. It is not unity; it is not direction for the state. It is 
hardly a good situation when, today, a major segment of the government is voting against the other part of the 
government on this issue. It shows the people of Western Australia just how messed up the government is. It is 
a messed up government. 

As I said earlier, when a government has been in office for a long time, which this government has been — 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Minister for Regional Development, I have been very — 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I am on my feet. Minister for Regional Development, I call you to order for the first time. 
Leader of the Opposition, through the Chair. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: That is enough. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: When a government has been in office for a long time, the arrogance and dysfunction 
builds up and that is what has happened inside this government. People can see it. People everywhere say that to 
me. 

Ms A.R. Mitchell interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: They do. I move around the community. I go all over the state all the time, as an 
opposition leader should. 

Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Carine, I call you to order now for the second time. Through the Chair; let us try 
to bring this to some type of conclusion. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, you might want to bring it to a conclusion but just so that you understand, 
this is about the National Party trying to undermine your ruling. 

The SPEAKER: We will not get into that because they recognise the Speaker’s ruling; anyway, carry on, 
through the Chair. We will not get into an argument but that is what it states on the notice paper. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, there is free speech in this house. There is free speech before this 
Parliament—another fundamental tenet of this Parliament. If members abide by the Constitution, they can have 
free speech. We do not get told what to say. If we are not infringing the standing orders, we are allowed to say 
what we want in here. Mr Speaker, I am pointing out that this motion is actually undermining your ruling, but 
not on an insignificant, minor procedural point. It is undermining your ruling about the Constitution of 
Western Australia, so it is a serious matter. If the Liberal Party votes for this, we might as well chuck out the 
Constitution. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: We’re not. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: To be fair, the Leader of the House’s contribution on this issue was short and lacked detail. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: And to the point. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: To the point—the Leader of the House’s contribution was, “We don’t support this.” There 
was no reasoning, no high-minded logic and no argument about the Constitution of Western Australia, just, 
“We don’t support this.” He gave no explanation of — 

Ms M.J. Davies: It’s not relevant. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Not relevant? Honestly, you guys! Honestly! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: That is enough. Let the Leader of the Opposition speak. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: If we want to be taken seriously as a Parliament in this country—bear in mind that there 
are nine Parliaments in Australia—we have to treat the Constitution seriously. Do not think that the 
commonwealth does not look at all sides. Remember when Christian Porter was here? He was going to be a big 
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states’ rights defender. He went over to Canberra and was totally sucked in by the centralised form of thinking. 
John Howard did the same. He was going to be a big states’ rights thinker, but when he got there—a federalist. 
When he got over there, he was totally sucked in and became a centralist. That is what happens. When they see 
this Parliament moving motions to set aside our Constitution, what do National Party members think they think 
of us—and they moved that motion? It is a joke to seek to set aside the Constitution by a motion like this, over 
a matter such as this—to increase the number of members of Parliament without assurance that any of them 
would go to the regions. Jeez! It is a transparent move for National Party members to go out and pretend 
somehow that they are standing up for the regions after a year of not doing so. 

I heard the member for Geraldton—where is he?—the other day talking about the National Party. The member 
for Geraldton, in another example of unity in the government, was talking about the National Party locally, 
because he is in a battle with Hon Paul Brown, saying that National Party members pretend they are the only 
ones who care about the regions. He is right; they pretend that they are the only ones who care about the regions. 
That is their selling point. That is the way they try to differentiate. They try to pretend they are the only ones. 
Lots of us here grew up in regional communities and some of us represent regional communities. I grew up in 
regional communities. Some of the National Party members grew up in the city. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

The SPEAKER: That is enough, member for West Swan! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Some of the National Party members grew up in the city and live in the city so this idea 
that somehow they have a mortgage on caring about the regions is insulting and wrong, but it is a selling point 
and they are prepared to do anything, as we can see by this motion. They are prepared to do anything and they 
are prepared to say anything to get their way. I think a lot of people see through the selling point they have come 
up with. I know that the member for Geraldton — 

Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Minister for Water, that is enough. I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member for Geraldton saw straight through it, so in his battle with Hon Paul Brown, 
he called out the National Party for it and I thought that what he said was pretty accurate. The Leader of the 
National Party was saying the other day that the Nationals could form a government with Labor after the 
election—yes, right!—like some sort of independent broker. 

There are three examples. The National Party comes up with policies that its larger government partner will not 
agree with—at least it says that. It comes up with the concept of increasing the number of members of 
Parliament with no guarantee that they will go to the regions, and they did not do it for a year. Then the 
Nationals try to pretend that somehow they are the only people who care about the regions. They are not and the 
member for Geraldton established that the other day, and I agree with him. The third part of the Nationals’ 
strategy is to pretend that somehow they will form government with Labor after the election. Honestly! Clearly, 
Labor rises or falls on its own two feet, as we have said right from the beginning. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I hear the guffawing and the groaning—the unusual noises, I might put it, emanating from 
the Leader of the National Party. That is the truth of the matter. We know that. If people in Western Australia 
want choice at the election and want a new direction, as the member for Alfred Cove said is needed, and if they 
want a new government with plans and with experience and that is not responsible for what has gone on in 
Western Australia over the last eight years, they have to vote Labor. They cannot accept the walking on the fence 
that the Leader of the National Party engages in these issues. It is all just politics, designed to appeal to a section 
of the community that he attempts to fool that somehow it can vote National and it is not really Liberal. 
Everyone knows that in the entire history of Western Australia, the National Party has always formed 
government with the conservatives. Whatever party it might have been—the United Australia Party, the 
Nationalist Party or the Liberal Party—it has always formed government with the conservatives. Everyone 
knows that. Anyone with a serious knowledge of political history in this country knows that. That is a fact. 
I know that and I am not silly enough to respond to the sorts of comments that the Leader of the National Party is 
quoted in the press as saying. The day he became the National Party leader he said, “We’ll form government 
only with the Liberals”, and I heard on Friday that the Leader of the National Party said he would form 
government with Labor. Honestly, where is the consistency and unity in the government? Today, of all days to 
bring this motion on, it is embarrassing for the government and for the National Party. After the events of today, 
it should have been held off until the next sitting of Parliament or at least until tomorrow. Instead, we are going 
to spend hours — 
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Ms M.J. Davies: Get on with it. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is an important constitutional issue. The Minister for Water may not understand, but it is 
an important constitutional issue. 

Ms M.J. Davies: I understand them very well. 

The SPEAKER: Minister for Water, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: If the minister understands the issues very well, why is she trying to subvert the 
Constitution? 

On a day like today, there will be hours of debate on this motion. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Why? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is because it is an important issue. It is about the authority of this house over the 
Legislative Council. It is about rivalry and the position of the lower house in relation to the upper house. It is 
a big issue. If the government wants to give away the authority of the lower house — 

Mr J.H.D. Day: No, we’re not. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is what the minister’s colleagues are trying to do. They are trying to give away the 
authority of the lower house. We are lower house members and we should have some pride in this place. This is 
the house in which governments rise or fall based upon the House of Commons, in Britain, and members need to 
have pride in and respect for that. Giving away the house’s authority to the other place is wrong. I would have 
thought that everyone in this place would understand that fundamental principle. Have some respect for the 
institution and the house we are in. If government members want to give that away, it is a very slippery slope for 
the authority of the Assembly, the House of Representatives or the Commons. Do not give that authority away, 
yet that is what this motion is trying to do. I have outlined why we do not support this motion. We think that it is 
flawed, that it reeks of politics and of being a stunt, and that the government is trying to pretend that it is 
appealing to one audience over others. The motion attempts to undermine the Liberal and Labor Parties and to 
give away the authority of this house. I say to all members of this place that none of us with respect for the 
Legislative Assembly should even contemplate voting for this ridiculous proposition. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre) [4.43 pm]: I do not want to protract this debate any longer than I need to, but I need 
to make a few comments about the Liberal Party and my position as the member for Eyre. The Liberal Party and 
I see merit in the substantive motion. It is not that we do not support the concept; it is about the timing. On the 
timing, there is no reason we should adopt and deal with this matter now. The impact of any of the changes the 
Leader of the National Party is bringing forward would not affect the next election—it would be a subsequent 
election—and we will have time to deal with this reform in the next term of government. It is reform, and I have 
to say that it is reform that I would support. Members might say that that is because of self-interest, because if 
we had 61 seats, presumably the seat of Eyre would still exist. 

The Leader of the Opposition said that we should talk about plans for the future. This is a plan for the future 
because electoral reform is about planning for the future. I think it is important that we have free speech. 
I believe that Parliament has the power to implement these changes, and this house has that power. I want to put 
on the record that, in concept, I certainly support this motion. On the issue of the self-interest concept that people 
put up, regardless of whether it was me or any other representative, I believe that the people of Eyre will get less 
rigor and less representation in Parliament as a result of the electoral boundary change—irrespective of whether 
that was from me or anybody else. I think that the representation they were getting in the link and connectivity 
that the Esperance region had with the goldfields, served them well. I think the big losers in that boundary 
change were the people of Eyre. That is not because they lost me, but because they lost a representative. 

We have to thank the Labor Party for this very laudable concept of one vote, one value that it put forward. How 
many times did I hear that my constituents’ votes were weighted? How often did I hear the then 
Attorney General and Minister for Health who had carriage of the legislation say, “Trees don’t vote”? The three 
seats of Roe, Murchison–Eyre and Kalgoorlie were converted into two seats. Where did that take me? 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
Dr G.G. JACOBS: If the member wants to have a talk, he can get up and have a talk. 
That took me from Ravensthorpe to Southern Cross to Eucla, at the border with South Australia. Members can 
say that trees do not have a vote and what does it matter, but I can tell them that representing that region was 
difficult. If this trend continues, representation of regions and country people will get even more difficult. Aside 
from self-interest, I support the concept of this motion, but I do not support its timing, because, member for 
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Pilbara, this can be dealt with at another time. That is why the Liberal Party and I have landed on the position not 
to support the suspension of standing orders, but to deal with this very laudable concept at another time when we 
have time to give it the rigor and discussion it deserves. 
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [4.49 pm]: As has been said already, this is a constitutional issue on which the 
Speaker has made a ruling—and, if I might say, a very correct ruling. In my time in this house over the last 
24 years, I have seen similar actions in which bills with monetary implications were initiated in the upper house 
and sent to this place. They were rejected by the Speaker of the day. Today, unfortunately, the Leader of the 
National Party is trying to circumvent the normal constitutional processes of both houses of this Parliament. If he 
and the National Party feel so strongly about this, they are part of the government—coalition, alliance, call it 
what you like—and there are three National Party ministers in government, so if they want to bring this in as 
a government bill, they will get a Governor’s message, which will have the implications of seeing the bill go 
through this house and then go to the other house. This type of bill cannot be initiated in the other place. I am 
absolutely staggered that the leader of the government in the upper house would allow this debate to happen in 
that house without even talking to the Premier or the Liberal Party room at all. 
I understand perfectly the reasons for the National Party doing this. I do not blame the Nationals; it is a question 
of self-preservation, as my colleague the member for Eyre said. We are all guilty of self-preservation, in trying to 
ensure that we keep our seats and increase our vote if we can. 
Dr G.G. Jacobs: And the representation of country people! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, but we have to abide, my friend, by the Constitution. 
If the government wanted to bring in this bill, I would not have a problem with that. If a National Party 
backbencher was to introduce a private member’s bill into this house, that is the other way that they can go. It 
would still require a message from the Governor by the end of the second reading stage in order to progress any 
further. Those are the rules of this house; those are the standing orders of the Parliament. I would say that at the 
moment the Nationals have Buckley’s chance of progressing things that way; firstly, because the Liberal Party 
will not agree with it; and, secondly, it has not even been discussed in cabinet, I would suggest. 
This is something the Nationals did in the upper house, and I would say good luck to them; I do not blame them 
for doing this. I would try everything I could to increase my numbers. I think, however, it is more a matter of the 
National Party not losing its numbers rather than increasing them. 
Ms W.M. Duncan interjected. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I disagree with that. We have one vote, one value. Without a doubt, there is loading in all 
the country areas to take that into account. It passed through both houses of Parliament, and that is what we have 
to live with. The increase in population that we see today is in the metropolitan area, as the Leader of the 
Opposition quite rightly said. We are seeing massive population increases in the northern part of the 
metropolitan area, and the southern part—the south metropolitan area, going down as far as Mandurah and 
beyond—is increasing tenfold. That is where the population is coming from. 
Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, I said “and beyond”. I did say that, minister. 
The problem that the National Party has now, as I see it, in trying to get this bill through with a motion to 
suspend standing orders, is that I do not think it will get up, because the Liberal Party has said it will not support 
it, the Labor Party will not support it, and I will not support it, because I am a great believer in the Constitution 
of this Parliament, and I have been for the last 24 years. If the National Party wants to get this through in some 
form or another, it needs to get one of its backbenchers to do it, because a government minister cannot introduce 
a private member’s bill. That is against the rules of this house. A backbencher can do it—the member for 
North West Central, the member for Moore, the member for Kalgoorlie or the member for Wagin. They can 
move a private member’s bill in this house. They have left it a bit late to do it, and I would say that they have 
Buckley’s chance now, because, being a private member’s bill, the mover would have to negotiate with the 
opposition, which has the prerogative on what happens during private members’ time—not government 
members, unless the government wants to allocate government time. The government will not give time to two 
of my good friends. The member for Eyre has a private member’s bill before this house at the moment. 
Dr A.D. Buti: A very good bill. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It is a very good bill, dealing with sexual harassment of young people. It is a very important 
bill, but the Premier will not let him get it through, because he does not want it to be debated in this house. He 
should, because it is a very good bill. The member for Murray–Wellington also has a private member’s bill on the 
notice paper. They have got Buckley’s chance now of getting their bills through, because the government, 
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although it said a year ago—I remember, because I was in the party room—that there was a chance that it might 
allocate government time to both those bills, there is now Buckley’s chance that it will do so. 
We are only sitting 12 more days after this week. We should be sitting an extra two weeks, in my view. To get 
up in the middle of November, I think, is absolutely criminal. For the government to walk away in the middle of 
November from its parliamentary responsibility to be open and accountable and to be there for scrutiny, is 
criminal. I have never seen the Parliament rise so early. We used to go into the middle of December and later, 
when I first became a member, 24 years ago. Things got debated properly, and all areas were scrutinised. Bills 
were scrutinised properly. We are not seeing that today at all. The government just wants to get out of this place, 
and not be open to scrutiny, and do what it wants to do. It will have its problems, but that is what it wants to do. 
We should be sitting an extra two weeks. We should have a week’s recess after the final sitting week on the 
notice paper, and then sit for a further two weeks, and then rise for the conclusion of this parliamentary term. 
The minute the upper house rises, if there are no messages coming for this house to deal with, the Premier will 
prorogue the Parliament, because he will not want any of the committees to have the opportunity for one day to 
hold the government accountable. That is an absolute fact. I am saying this because it is all part and parcel of the 
constitutional affairs of this Parliament. It is a very serious issue. A government must be accountable, and I must 
say that I am ashamed of this government, of which I was a part. 
I said today that it is lovely being an Independent member, and it truly is, but at the end of the day I believe in 
the Constitution of this Parliament. I believe in what is right and what is wrong, and that should be debated in 
this house. I do not blame the National Party for what it is doing. If one of its backbenchers wants to introduce 
a private member’s bill, go for it. However, the trouble is they have to negotiate with the Labor Party, which will 
not allow it because it has its own parliamentary agenda it wants to fulfil. 
The Leader of the National Party should not have done this as a cabinet minister. It is wrong to do that. The 
upper house should never have sent this bill down. I am not disgusted, I am just amazed that the leader of 
government business in that house did not foresee this. There have been arguments between the Clerk of the 
Council and the Clerk of the Assembly over the years. I remember that Peter McHugh when he was Clerk of the 
Legislative Assembly would argue fearlessly with Laurie Marquet when he was Clerk of the Legislative Council 
about the rights of each house. 
Mr B.J. Grylls: The President’s ruling on this was that it was in order. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I know; I have seen it before, Leader of the National Party. I do not know whether I have 
seen it once or twice—it may have been twice—when members of the upper house take on too much and usurp 
the authority of this house, which has been the authority ever since this Parliament was established. According to 
Erskine May’s Parliamentary Practice, members of the upper house have it wrong. Any money bills must be 
initiated in this house. Just because somebody in the upper house thinks they can do it, does not mean to say that 
is right. I am delighted, Mr Speaker, that you have upheld the rights of this house and not allowed this bill to go 
forward. The minister can move to suspend standing orders, and, even if we agree, when we get onto the 
substantive bill, it would have to be ruled out of order because the Leader of the National Party is not a private 
member. He is a government minister. He would have to get the government to agree to fund this bill, and to get 
a message from the Governor saying that the funding is okay. The member can shake his head as much as he 
likes, but that is what he would have to do. I cannot see any of that happening between now and when we rise in 
just a few weeks’ time, after about 14 more sitting days. That is all we have in this Parliament—14 more days of 
joy, happiness, harassment, love and a show of adornment to each other. 
I am delighted that you made the ruling that you did, Mr Speaker, and I think you made the absolute right 
decision. I am sorry that the National Party cannot get its own way. It will have to try again, I would suggest in 
another way, but it must be initiated in this house, because it is a bill with monetary implications. Apart from the 
two new members that the Nationals want to introduce, there would be two or three electorate staff for each one, 
so that is six individuals already. That is probably getting up to about half a million dollars a year at least; with 
the electoral allowances, we are probably talking about a lot more than that. It is probably getting towards 
$1 million a year, with all the benefits they get and the fit-outs and the running of the offices and so forth. Not 
everybody thinks we should be spending that on an extra couple of members at this moment in time. 
Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, we are having enough trouble paying back the debt we have at the moment; we do 
not want to make it any worse. 
Mr Speaker, I will conclude now, and I say thank you for upholding the rights of this house and for making the 
decision that you did. I urge all members to vote against this motion because I think that even if they vote for it, 
it is still flawed and I do not want to see a flawed bill introduced to this house in a flawed way. 
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MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [5.00 pm]: I want to outline why I oppose this suspension of standing 
orders motion. I make the point that the ancient traditions of Parliament are not just something we read about in 
history books; they are actually protections for people, for individuals in this state. We want to support the 
Constitution and the traditions of the Parliament not because we are old-fashioned, but because they are 
important. A practice in the Westminster system is that once a decision has been made in cabinet, ministers 
support that decision; and, if they do not support it, they resign. That is the clear Westminster system, and there 
is a reason for that. It is actually about protecting people’s rights. It means that if cabinet makes a decision that 
some members of cabinet think impinges on the rights of the individual, they can publicly explain their position 
and say, “We don’t accept that”, and resign. That is a very important part and one of the fundamental purposes of 
cabinet solidarity. This is not just some old-fashioned practice; it is actually a live part of the Westminster 
system that protects every Western Australian, as it does people in other countries of the world that have the 
Westminster system. Undermining Westminster traditions undermines the fabric of our democracy. We are 
a representative democracy; that means we rely on the people elected to represent us to perform the duties 
imposed on them by the Constitution and the standing orders of the Parliament. 
In making a decision about whether we should overturn a tradition of this Parliament we have to understand why 
these traditions are important. Another important tradition is the idea that money bills start in this house—that 
this is where the expenditure of taxpayers’ money begins. That, again, is a protection from the other house 
spending taxpayers’ money. Why is that important? It is because members of the upper house are not elected 
directly by the people; they are elected through a list system. We are the chamber that directly represents the 
people of this state. I know that the National Party probably does not understand these things, but they are 
important. That is why the Constitution sets out that money bills start in the Assembly. 
There is another reason to vote against this suspension: because it is meaningless. This is a Kath & Kim 
suspension, so that the National Party can run around the state saying, “Look at me! Look at me!” but it is 
actually totally meaningless because there is still no message from the Governor, so the bill cannot get to the 
second reading. I remind the Minister for Environment that that is exactly what happened with the Labor Party’s 
decision to introduce the container deposit legislation. When the Minister for Environment voted against asking 
for a message from the Governor, he killed the bill; he prevented the container deposit legislation coming to 
a vote on the second reading because he prevented a message from the Governor being achieved, and it is 
exactly the same with this legislation. Even if this suspension of standing orders were to be passed, the 
underlying legislation will never come to a vote. It is Kath & Kim; the National Party will be able to run around 
the state saying, “Look at us! Look at us!” but it will achieve nothing. Passing the legislation through the other 
house was meaningless, as the Speaker’s ruling made clear. It was a pointless decision of the National Party to 
have this bill debated in the other house when it was never going to be implemented. It is all about Kath & Kim. 
That brings us to the underlying legislation. I remind members that that is just another Kath & Kim bill, because 
the underlying legislation does not mean that there will be any additional representation for regional citizens 
because, as we all know, the Electoral Commission in its most recent decision debated whether it should add one 
or two extra seats to the metropolitan area. If we increase the number from 59 to 61, at least one of those seats is 
going to be in the metropolitan area. 
My next point is that if the National Party wanted to admit to the problems of country representation, it is not 
about the number of National Party members in this chamber; it is about the quality. If we had some decent 
members representing the National Party in this chamber, people in regional Western Australia would get 
representation. I suppose that is why the Labor Party got more votes in regional Western Australia at the federal 
election than the National Party did. That is why our vote went up significantly in regional Western Australia 
while the National Party vote went down by, I think, about 20 per cent in regional Western Australia. 
The National Party can come in here and take its Kath & Kim “Look at me! Look at me!” approach, and that is 
exactly what this legislation is about. It is not so that the National Party can change anything in the regions; it is 
so that it can talk about changing things in the regions. That is what this bill is about and that is what this 
suspension of standing orders motion is about; it is not about improving conditions for regional 
Western Australians. 
The member for Eyre said that he acknowledged the constitutional irregularities, but still thought it was a good 
idea. Why is it a good idea? Why is increasing the number of representatives in this chamber better? Why are 
more politicians the answer? What question is the member asking? If the member for Eyre is telling me that the 
only answer is more politicians, he is asking the wrong question. I do not agree with the idea that increasing the 
number of politicians will somehow give us a better state. If it did, why are we here debating this? When the 
Labor Party increased the number of members in the Legislative Assembly from 57 to 59, did it improve the 
representation of regional Western Australia? Is that what the member for Eyre is saying—that that was the 
result of increasing the number of members from 57 to 59? He has not actually explained anything. 
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Members say, “Oh, these seats are very large.” Yes, they are; the member for Kimberley’s seat is enormous. Do 
members know what? The Labor Party recognised that when we introduced one vote, one value, and we initiated 
something called the large district allowance, so that there are notional voters for very large electorates. The very 
large electorates in the most distant parts of the state get—I use the term—phantom voters added on to the 
calculation for the Electoral Commission so that those distant parts get additional representation that they would 
not be entitled to on the basis of population alone. The Labor Party recognised that. We always recognise that the 
very remote parts of the state are entitled to have that allowance. The problem is that National Party people 
living in the metropolitan area do not get it; they think that having more politicians is the answer. I say let us 
have better politicians; that is the answer. Instead of the second-raters that have been delivered by the 
National Party, let us have some good ones. Let us have some people who actually know what they are doing.  
It always amuses me to listen to the Leader of the National Party. He was opposed in his struggle to get into 
Parliament by the current Premier. The current Premier ran around the seat asking people to vote against the 
Leader of the National Party at that 2001 by-election. The Leader of the National Party got elected to Parliament 
by handing out Labor how-to-vote-cards at his polling booths. That is exactly what happened. I remember the 
phone call, when I was state secretary of the Labor Party, from the state director of the National Party, asking me 
to print 20 000 extra copies of our how-to-votes so that the now Leader of the National Party could hand them 
out on polling day! That is what happened. That is how he got into Parliament. That was against the wishes of 
the then Leader of the Opposition. I cannot remember the name of the candidate. Our candidate was, of course, 
the now Hon Darren West. He was an outstanding candidate. It was his second election — 
Mr B.J. Grylls: No, it was not. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, it was. It was Darren, absolutely. Darren ran. In fact, the current Leader of the 
Opposition — 
Mr R.S. Love: It was in Moore. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No. He ran in Moore at the general election. He ran in the by-election in what was then 
called the seat of Merredin. The now Leader of the Opposition went up to Merredin for the day and handed out 
how-to-votes with Darren. I remember how these things happen. 
I also remember 2005, when the National Party did the deal with the Labor Party that it would not run any 
candidates in the Mining and Pastoral Region, in return for the Labor Party directing its preferences to the 
National Party ahead of the Liberal Party. If we had not done that, the National Party would have been wiped out 
in the 2005 election. We have to remember the way these things happen. Of course, as we all remember, the 
Liberal Party and the National Party were not in coalition at the time of the 2005 election. These are the things 
that have actually happened to get us to where we are today. 
We have a proposed suspension of standing orders. That is not a sensible approach. 
Mr B.J. Grylls: So you got it wrong? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, absolutely. I got it wrong. The member for Pilbara’s career would have been over 
in 2005, as he well knows, if it were not for the Labor Party. What was I thinking! It is like the member for 
North West Central, who got into Parliament only after getting on his hands and knees and begging me to make 
him a Labor candidate! 
Mr V.A. Catania: What was that? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: We all remember these things. 
This is a look-at-me suspension of standing orders. The National Party, in moving this suspension of standing 
orders, is trying to set aside important practices in the Parliament that protect the people of Western Australia 
and are part of the ordinary conservative nature of government and Parliament. We need to continue to adhere to 
those practices. This suspension of standing orders will never achieve anything. Even if members were to vote 
for the suspension of standing orders, it would not matter, because the bill itself will never be voted on. That is 
because there is no message. That is what the Minister for Environment did when he killed off container deposit 
legislation in this state by voting against this house asking for a message. 
Mr A.P. Jacob: It was because it was unconstitutional. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, it was not unconstitutional. It was introduced in this chamber. When we introduced 
the legislation, we knew it was a money bill. We are allowed to introduce a money bill in this chamber. We are 
not allowed to introduce it in the other chamber. However, we knew that there needed to be a message. That is 
why we came into the chamber and asked for a message, and members opposite voted against it, to kill off 
container deposit legislation in Western Australia. 
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Mr A.P. Jacob: No! 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Look at Hansard, minister! Members opposite voted to prevent the introduction of 
container deposit legislation in Western Australia by denying a message on behalf of the member for Gosnells’ 
bill—actually, it was the Leader of the Opposition’s bill. 

If the National Party was genuine in what it is saying it wants to do, it would get it done by cabinet. It would get 
it done through its alliance partners. It always amuses me that whenever I ask the Leader of National Party—
whoever it is—under what circumstances the National Party would support a Labor government, they will not 
answer it. We know the truth. The truth is that it will never happen. The National Party is nothing more and 
nothing less than a barnacle on the back of the Liberal Party. The National Party has no capacity to do anything 
in this state. This Kath & Kim legislation is another refection of that. The National Party is irrelevant to the 
political process in Western Australia. Members of the National Party can run around the state saying, 
“Look at me; look at me”, but they cannot ever deliver. They have to convince somebody else to do their work 
for them. They have to either convince us, or convince the Liberal Party, otherwise they can do nothing. 
This legislation is dead, because there is no message. The National Party has brought in this motion for the 
suspension of standing orders for the sole purpose of being able to go into the regional parts of Western Australia 
and say, “Look at me; look at me”. It is not that they have achieved anything, and it is not even that they want to 
achieve anything—that is enough for them. Even if we did get to vote on the underlying legislation—which we 
will never do—it would not help. The solution of the National Party is more politicians. The National Party 
reckons that the problem can be solved by getting more backsides into Parliament, and more big white cars. It 
amuses me that the Leader of the National Party, when he was a National Party backbencher, said that the 
current government could not be re-elected with the member for Cottesloe as Premier. However, today the 
Leader of the National Party got up in Parliament and told us how wonderful the member for Cottesloe is. What 
changed between those two events? A big white car! Give a National Party member of Parliament a big white 
car, and they will change their view! That is exactly what happened. 
Mr F.M. Logan: And a plane! 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, and a plane. That is exactly what happened with the Leader of the National Party. 
He said four weeks ago that the member for Cottesloe could not win an election. Now, the member for Cottesloe 
is the saviour! Whatever happened? What was the change in policy? What was the change in direction? It was 
the big white car for the former member for Central Wheatbelt. That is the only thing that changed. It is funny 
the way these things change. 
The people of Western Australia are awake. As I have said, if we had two additional politicians in 
Western Australia, one of them would definitely go into the northern suburbs of Perth. Therefore, this bill should 
not be called the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2016. It should be called the “Additional Members 
of Parliament for North Metropolitan Region Bill”. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr B.J. Grylls: Do you really need another 10 minutes? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member can speak for as long as he wants. The member introduced this motion. If 
he wants to speak, he should get up and speak. I am not trying to get in the way of the member speaking. In fact, 
I am looking forward to his contribution. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: This is the longest time they have been in the house for at least two weeks! 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. They missed afternoon tea. That is what happened today. It is a disaster for the 
National Party. They missed afternoon tea. What a shock! 
This attempt to overturn the decision of the Speaker is wrong. It goes to the fundamental issue of the prerogative 
of this chamber as the place in which money bills commence. We must continue to hold our right, as the 
people’s chamber, to be the only place in which money bills should commence. If the National Party was 
genuinely concerned about the matters contained in the bill, it would have introduced the bill in this place, not in 
the other chamber. The fact that the National Party chose to introduce the bill in a place in which it knows it 
would not be able to succeed is a demonstration of the empty rhetoric that the National Party has sprouted for 
this legislation. 
However, it is also important to think about the fact that if we proceed down the path that the Leader of the 
National Party and the National Party minister want us to go down, the bill would not be voted on, because there 
is no message. Go back, member. Do the work properly and introduce the bill into the chamber. If the member is 
genuine about wanting to increase the number of politicians in the North Metropolitan Region, which would be 
the result of the Constitution and Electoral Amendment Bill 2016, bring it here properly. Do not try to engage in 
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sneaky procedures. Let us understand: we should deal with the bill first, and then the upper house can look at it. 
The overturning of a long tradition of this house—that this place is where money bills commence—should not be 
allowed. That is an important issue. This chamber, not the upper house, forms government because we are 
directly elected by the people of this state. The upper house is list voted. Members are voted in on proportional 
representation; they are not directly elected. We are directly elected, and that is why we need to ensure that our 
rights are properly understood and respected. Allowing this suspension to go through will undermine our 
authority as the house of the people. 

This is interesting. From the comments of the Leader of the National Party, I understand that after everybody has 
finished speaking he will explain to us how he will have the bill even brought on for debate. Leaving aside the 
fact that we cannot vote on the second reading, the minister cannot introduce the legislation as a private member 
because he is not a private member; he is a member of the government. I do not understand why the minister did 
not tell us that in his opening remarks. I would be happy for him to explain to me by interjection how the bill 
will come on for debate; he did not explain that in his opening remarks. Will he let me know? 
Mr B.J. Grylls: Yes. If the suspension was agreed to, the Speaker would determine whether the bill was 
a private member’s bill or a government bill. If it was a government bill I could do the first reading, and then the 
second reading would be made an order of the next day’s sitting. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: What happens if he says it is private members’ business? 
The SPEAKER: Sorry; are you having a private debate? 
Mr B.J. Grylls: The point being that if the suspension was agreed to, it would have become a government bill, 
but it was not agreed to. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: So the minister is saying that he will say that it is a — 
The SPEAKER: Can I just tell you something? This is an ordinary motion, actually; it is not a suspension. I will 
put the motion; and, if it is lost, it is lost. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Okay. No, but it is a suspension, Mr Speaker, because paragraph (c) states — 

suspends so much of the standing orders as is necessary for the Bill to be accepted … 
I understand it is on notice and that it only needs a simple majority, but it is still a suspension. Am I to 
understand that if we pass this, the bill will be treated as a government bill? 
Mr B.J. Grylls: It is not going to be passed. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, but I am asking the minister whether, if it is passed — 
Mr B.J. Grylls: It is not going to be. That would have been the process. 
The SPEAKER: My advice is that this is not a government bill—it has not been agreed to as a government 
bill—and if it is introduced, the member can give the first reading but cannot proceed any further; it has to be 
done by a backbencher. That is it. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Thank you very much, Mr Speaker. I am delighted with your advice, but that is different 
from what the minister is saying. The minister is saying that if we agree to the suspension, the government will 
determine whether it is government bill or not. 
Mr B.J. Grylls: It is not going to be agreed to. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, I know. 
Mr B.J. Grylls: The next steps after that became irrelevant after that point. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But the minister asked for this to be debated. 
Mr B.J. Grylls: Correct! 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Why are we debating it if — 
Mr B.J. Grylls: I want it to be agreed to! 
Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 
Mr B.J. Grylls: Once it was agreed to, I had a process to follow. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Mirrabooka, you are not helping! Hansard has to take notes. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But that is the problem, minister. What is the point? If the minister says he is 
introducing this on the basis that the motion will be defeated, why is he bothering? Surely he can tell us — 
Mr B.J. Grylls: I didn’t want it to be defeated; I wanted it to be supported. 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, okay. That is why I am asking the minister what will happen if he gets his way. It 
is not an unreasonable question. I have made the point that the minister never explained that when he asked us to 
support this. That is why I am asking him. I am happy to take an interjection from the minister on what would 
happen next if this motion was passed. Minister? 
Mr B.J. Grylls: If it had been passed — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: If it was passed; yes? 
Mr B.J. Grylls: — I would have asked the government—the Liberal Party—to join us and make it 
a government bill. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Right. Has the minister taken a cabinet submission in? 

Mr B.J. Grylls: It was discussed at cabinet. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, but that is not what I asked. Has the minister provided a cabinet submission? 
Mr B.J. Grylls: It was raised at cabinet and discussed. We have a bill from the upper house. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: So there is no cabinet submission? 
Mr B.J. Grylls: I am very happy with the process to follow. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Sure, but I just want to get it straight before we vote. At the moment we have this 
problem: the minister has introduced this motion, but then not explained how he wants us to behave. He has told 
us to vote for this, but has not said, “These are the things that will happen after that.” I take it, from what the 
minister said, that there is no cabinet submission. I point out to the member for Moore that it is not a breach of 
cabinet confidentiality to say whether a cabinet submission exists or not. It is the discussions at cabinet that are 
confidential, not the existence of the discussion. That is not a particularly unusual situation. 
Mr B.J. Grylls: We are dealing with a bill that was passed by the Legislative Council. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, that is right. There is no cabinet submission. So, the minister is saying that he has 
asked the house to support a resolution that has no effect in practice. That is why I am saying to the minister that 
it is the Kath & Kim approach. The minister is able to go around the state — 
Mr B.J. Grylls: I do not agree with that. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: If the minister does not have an agreement, even if we passed this resolution it would be 
of no effect. 
Mr B.J. Grylls: So pass the resolution. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But there is no reason for us to. I have outlined 100 reasons for us not to pass it, but the 
minister cannot outline one reason for us to pass it. Even if it gets passed, it is a nullity because it does not have 
any effect. Even if this suspension was passed, the underlying legislation will not even be debated. That is what 
the minister is telling me. 
Mr B.J. Grylls: That is not true. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, it is. How will it be debated? 
Mr B.J. Grylls: I have told you, and you are arguing with me. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Sorry; I cannot hear the minister. 
Mr B.J. Grylls: I have told you and you are now arguing with me because you don’t want to hear the answer. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, the minister said he would take it to the Liberal Party and ask it to agree to it. That 
is what the minister said. 
Mr B.J. Grylls: Just finish your contribution. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: If that is not what the minister said, correct me. I do not want to be wrong. 
Mr B.J. Grylls: I have a process to proceed through the stages of the bill, but it needs this motion to be passed. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Okay. Minister, tell me what those steps are. This is ridiculous. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: I have allowed a lot of toing and froing. Through the Chair, and let us just take it from there, 
okay? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Mr Speaker, this is the difficulty that the National Party has left us in. In his original 
contribution on the introduction of this suspension of standing orders, the minister did not explain the steps to 
have the underlying bill voted on. I have outlined to you, Mr Speaker, the extensive problems that I foresee and 
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the reason I clearly say that this suspension is a nullity. It is of no effect because the underlying legislation will 
never be debated. The minister is not outlining any argument against that position; he did not do that in his 
opening contribution. That means I cannot, therefore, examine his arguments to see whether they are justified or 
just another load of hot air that we usually get from the National Party. That is the problem. National Party 
members are happy to sit there and giggle, laugh and interject but not do any work. That is hardly surprising, 
because that has happened over eight years in the National Party. That is probably why the Labor Party’s vote in 
country Western Australia went up and the National Party’s vote went down at the federal election! That is a bit 
contrary to the rhetoric that comes out of the National Party. It is probably why the now Leader of the 
National Party was not prepared to run as a Senate candidate—because he knew he would not get up! It is 
probably why he would not run for Durack—because he knew he would not get up! Talk big, act small. That is 
probably why he was prepared to say there was no way the Liberal–National government would get re-elected 
with leadership of the member for Cottesloe, before he got the big white car! But after he gets the big white car, 
now the member for Cottesloe is going to lead him to government, apparently, at the next election.  

As I have outlined, this suspension should not be supported because it breaches the rules that protect 
Western Australians. It breaches the Constitution, it breaches our practices and it gives up our authority as the 
house of government to be the sole place in which money bills start. Even if it was passed, it would be a nullity 
because the Leader of the National Party refuses to outline any mechanism to implement the decision. 

Question to be Put 
DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Treasurer) [5.30 pm]: I move — 

That the question be now put. 
Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Division 
Ayes (34) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr J.H.D. Day Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr F.A. Alban Ms W.M. Duncan Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr J. Norberger 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr J.E. McGrath Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr B.J. Grylls Ms L. Mettam Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr V.A. Catania Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr C.D. Hatton Mr N.W. Morton  
Ms M.J. Davies Mr A.P. Jacob Dr M.D. Nahan  

 

Noes (21) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr D.J. Kelly Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Ms J.M. Freeman Ms S.F. McGurk Ms R. Saffioti  
Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.P. Murray Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr P.C. Tinley  

            

Pairs 

 Ms E. Evangel Ms J. Farrer 
 Mr R.S. Love Mr P. Papalia 

Question thus passed. 
Motion Resumed 

The SPEAKER: The question now is that the motion be agreed to. 
Division 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (6) 

Ms M.J. Davies Mr B.J. Grylls Mr T.K. Waldron  
Ms W.M. Duncan Mr D.T. Redman Mr V.A. Catania (Teller)  
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Noes (49) 

Mr P. Abetz Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr J.E. McGrath Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr F.A. Alban Dr K.D. Hames Ms S.F. McGurk Ms R. Saffioti 
Ms L.L. Baker Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms L. Mettam Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr C.D. Hatton Mr P.T. Miles Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr A.P. Jacob Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr I.M. Britza Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr N.W. Morton Mr P.C. Tinley 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr W.J. Johnston Dr M.D. Nahan Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr D.J. Kelly Mr D.C. Nalder Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr J. Norberger Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr F.M. Logan Mr P. Papalia  
Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr J.R. Quigley  
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk  

            

Pair 

 Mr R.S. Love Mr P. Papalia 

Absolute majority not achieved; question thus negatived. 
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