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PRIVATE MEMBERS’ BUSINESS, PRIORITY 
Standing Orders Suspension 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [12.19 pm]:  I move -  

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable private members’ business to 
have priority on Wednesday, 10 March 2004, from 4.00 pm to 8.00 pm.   

This year the Government has a very busy legislative program and it wishes to make good progress on it.  Last 
week and this week, the first two sitting weeks this year, we dealt with matters relating to the Firearms 
Amendment Bill, the Children and Community Development Bill, which we are currently dealing with, and a 
range of Magistrates Court Bills.  These are all matters that, I understand, the Opposition supports, but is keen to 
say a lot about.  That being the case, the Government is happy to oblige the Opposition by providing additional 
time so that its members can make the contribution of the length the Opposition desires, and, yet, we can still 
progress the matter.  The Government will make sure that its very busy legislative program is kept to and will 
continue, if need be, to extend hours on other sitting days.  However, it will depend on how long members feel 
they need to speak on these Bills.  The fact is that the Government is about putting in place good legislation and 
a program of reform; we are not clock-watchers.  We will not say that if it takes longer to deal with the 
legislation, we will not make that time available.  This Parliament is a primary responsibility of its members, and 
we will provide whatever time is necessary to ensure that the busy government program can be proceeded with 
expeditiously.   

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [12.22 pm]:  I rise to oppose this motion.  It is all very well to listen to the 
claptrap that the Leader of the House just delivered about how the Opposition is doing its job in scrutinising the 
Bills properly.  However, the Leader of the House wants to ram legislation through the House. The Children and 
Community Development Bill, which is 189 pages long, is presently before the House and contains hundreds of 
clauses; it is an essential Bill - even the Minister for Community Development, Women’s Interests, Seniors and 
Youth acknowledges that by nodding her head.  We have a duty to ensure the protection of children in this State.  
The Opposition does its job properly in scrutinising this Bill and all the Bills that come into this House.  
However, the Leader of the House simply wants to ram this stuff through without proper scrutiny, which is an 
utter disgrace and an abuse of this House.   

Before the last election, both sides of the House agreed on sitting times that were more conducive to members of 
Parliament, particularly those with children.  My four children have all grown up; I do not have to get home to 
children.  I have a loving wife to get home to, and I like to spend some time with her.  However, I am concerned 
about other members of this House whose younger children are still living at home.  The Minister for Tourism 
laughs, but this is not a laughing matter.  This was done at the request of then Opposition, which is now in 
government.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I’ve got five of them at home.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member for Eyre has five children.  He has one more than I have; all credit to him.  I 
bet he would love to go home every night.  Unfortunately, he cannot, unless he is now a city dweller and his 
family has moved to Perth.   

Mr M.P. Murray interjected.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Good luck to him; so he should.  However, I am sure that the member for Eyre loves to get 
home as soon as he can on a Thursday evening.  I am sure he does not like sitting until Friday morning for 
instance - 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I get paired.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  He is lucky; he has a regular pair.  That is something the Opposition always acknowledges.  
We try to encourage regular pairs for those country members who need to get back to their families and 
electorates.  However, the hypocrisy of the Leader of the House is absolutely paramount here.  Last year, he 
made a brief ministerial statement in which he espoused the utmost importance of workers, after doing an eight-
hour shift, returning to their homes and their families so they can have some rest and respite.  Obviously, he does 
not consider members on either side of the House as workers.  Worse still, he does not consider the staff in this 
place as workers.  After eight hours of work they deserve to go home.   

What is the rush with the legislative program?  The Leader of the House does not want us to scrutinise the 
legislation because, quite frankly, a lot of legislation that comes into this place is deficient.  That has been shown 
by the pages of amendments that come from not only the Opposition but also the Government.  It has to amend 
its own legislation because it is absolutely deficient.   
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Mr A.D. McRae interjected.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will out-shout the member for Riverton any time.  The difference is that I have the call to 
speak on this debate.  The member for Riverton can speak in a minute; I would love to hear him speak on this 
debate.  I think he has kids.  I thought he would have wanted to get home to see his children; other people do.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  Why are you wasting time?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Because of the puerile interjections from people like the member for Riverton.  If the 
member zipped his mouth, I would not spend quite so long talking.  The more he interjects -  

Mr A.D. McRae interjected.   

The SPEAKER:  The problem with accepting interjections is that we end up with arguments across the Table of 
the House instead of the member on his feet addressing the actual motion.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Opposition has, in an unprecedented way over the past year or so, given utmost 
cooperation to the Government and the Leader of the House.  If we count the number of times that we have 
sought to suspend standing orders and to play the sorts of games that were played on us when we were in 
government, we find they are absolutely minimal.  Members would have a job to count on both hands the 
number of times we have moved for a suspension of standing orders in the past three years.  The Government, 
when in opposition, did it to us almost every week - certainly every other week.  It was always coming up with 
all sorts of delay tactics for our legislation.  However, we are not interested in delaying any of the legislation 
before the House.  Just before I walked into the Chamber yesterday, the Leader of the House asked me if we 
would have a good week.  I said it was up to him.  He said that he would move that we sit until eight o’clock 
tonight, but that we would not have to if we made good progress yesterday.  I thought that sounded like a fair 
deal.  Yesterday, we dealt with three Bills in one day.  All we have left to do are the third readings, and there will 
not be many of those - they will be very limited third readings.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You could have had a cognate debate but you didn’t want to.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Leader of the House wanted us to have a cognate debate on Bills that are so different 
from each other that it would not have done them justice.  Does he have such a little view of the justices of the 
peace, the magistrates and the people in the judiciary system in this State?  Obviously so, because he did not 
want to do them justice.  We believe they deserve justice.  We also want to comment on the Justices of the Peace 
Bill.  Yesterday, we made good progress and dealt with three Bills; that must be a first.  They were three large 
and complex Bills in which there were deficiencies.  The member for Nedlands quite rightly brought those 
deficiencies to the attention of the Attorney General, and he accepted them.  If we had not spoken to those Bills, 
investigated them and done them justice, those Bills would have left this House and gone to the other place in 
that form.  Matters end up in the other place for such a long time because we are seen as not doing our job 
properly in this place, but the Leader of the House just wants to ram through legislation every time.  I asked you, 
Mr Speaker, what is a fair and equitable time to sit.  In previous times the House has decided it should sit on a 
Tuesday from 2.00 pm until 10.00 pm.  That is quite a long day bearing in mind that members have probably 
been up and about from 6.30 am.  To go from 6.30 am to 11.30 pm, which was the time that we finished on 
Tuesday of last week, is something that would not normally be allowed.  The minister would not allow that in 
any business, but he is happy for members - I am not necessarily bleating on behalf of members - and staff to 
work those hours.  It is unfair to keep the staff in this place here for that length of time before allowing them to 
go home.  The Leader of the House kept us here all that time.  By the time I got home it was midnight.  My wife 
was fast asleep.  She was not able to wake up and have a chat with me, which is what she likes to do.  More 
importantly, the Leader of the House is prepared to let us get into our cars and drive home when we are all 
exhausted.  He did that just before Christmas; he kept us here all night.  Members of this House went from 6.30 
one morning until 8.00 the next morning, when the House rose.  I was told the Leader of the House did that 
because some of his country members preferred to sit all night rather than come in the next day.  That is all very 
well, but we had to drive home after that sitting.  We see the Minister for Police and Emergency Services 
bleating on television about the virtues of not driving when tired. 

Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  There are signs throughout the country saying that police are targeting fatigued drivers. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member for Murray-Wellington is absolutely right.  I saw the signs when I drove to 
Dunsborough the other week: police are now targeting tired drivers.  When we leave this place after those sorts 
of ridiculous hours, we will be tired drivers.  We are supposed to be setting an example.  Sorry, I was sidetracked 
then.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  Bushwhacked! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Not at all, I was just reading a note. 
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The point is that we do not know to what time we will sit tonight.  The Leader of the House has not given any 
indication of how long the House will sit tonight.  I suggest it will adjourn just before midnight.  If the House 
goes beyond midnight, it makes it difficult for the staff changeover periods.  We will probably sit here until 
about 11.45 pm.  That is unreasonable.  I would not mind if there were an urgent Bill that we needed to get 
through and which could still be given the proper scrutiny that Her Majesty’s Opposition has a duty to ensure 
takes place.  One has to ask the question: what is the rush?  I suggest that the Government, particularly the 
Premier and the Leader of the House, want to rush through as much legislation as possible in the early part of the 
year so it will be left open for them to call an early election.  I predicted the other day that we will go to an 
election before Christmas.  I guarantee that is what will happen.  Why otherwise would this legislation be 
rammed through in the first half of this year?  That is what will happen. 

As I said, the Opposition has given unprecedented cooperation to the Leader of the House in the past year or 
two.  Since he has been doing the job, he cannot really complain that the Opposition has been playing any games 
or has not cooperated in every way it can.  The Opposition has ensured that urgent legislation, which needs to get 
through the House, gets through.  I must say that this motion is a sign of incompetence on the part of the Leader 
of the House.  If he cannot manage the business of this House properly, he should step aside and let someone 
else do it who can.  Whenever he has been away and either the Attorney General or the Deputy Premier has 
carried out his duties, the cooperation has been much better.  They seem reasonable people.  I get on well with 
the Attorney General and the Deputy Premier.  We have an arrangement; we make sure legislation gets through 
as quickly as possible and everyone goes home happy.  They do not go home exhausted.  I get the clear 
impression that there is some sort of deficiency in the Leader of the House.  It is a bit like a school bully wanting 
to have his own way at any cost.  I have said it before in this House and I will say it again: if the Leader of the 
House wants the Opposition to cooperate, he must do his job properly and he must consider opposition members.  
I suggest he should also consider his own members because some of them ask me privately what time the House 
will sit to.  I tell them to ask the Leader of the House because he is the one who calls the shots, as he has the 
power to do so.  They tell me that they hope the House will not sit late.  Some of them really complain when the 
House sits for very long hours.  I will not name the members because they tell me that in confidence in the 
corridors. 

Mr P.W. Andrews:  It was me! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No; it was very honourable of the member for Southern River to indicate - 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.J. Dean):  Order!  As an Acting Speaker, the member for Southern River knows 
he should not speak when he is not in his seat.  Is the member for Hillarys finished? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, I have another 46 minutes to go.  However, I will not take the whole of the 46 minutes 
because I respect the House and most of the members of it too much.  Notice that I said “most” of the members.  
I respect the member for Swan Hills very much indeed. 

Members on the other side of the House said those things to me in private.  I told the Leader of the House last 
week that if he starts abusing members in this House, as far as I am concerned, the cooperation I have given 
willingly over the past year or two will have to cease.  I will not be like a little dog that will turn over and have 
its tummy tickled by the Leader of the House.  I will not let that happen; I would find it most uncomfortable and 
degrading.  If the cooperation is to come to a conclusion, I want members of this House to know that the actions 
of the Leader of the House have brought us to that conclusion.  Look, he is panicking - “put a call out!”  If he 
wants the gloves to come off, they will come off.  They will come off from this moment. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Is that a threat? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is not a threat; I am just making a statement that my cooperation with him will cease.  
We will have to treat this place in the way he treats it; rather, we will treat him with contempt for the way he has 
treated members of this House.  If we sit past seven o’clock tonight, no pairs will be granted; we will withdraw 
all pairs.  We will continue with that until such time as we think it relevant to reinstate them.  We have very 
rarely denied pairs to members opposite.  However, when we were in government, we were always being denied 
pairs at a moment’s notice.  The old Whip, the late Ted Cunningham - I had a lot of time for him; he was a nice 
bloke - was given instructions to call off pairs.  He would tell our Whip that the pairs were off.  Our Whip would 
ask, “From when are they off?” and he would be told, “They are off now.”  That would happen without any 
notice being given.  It is normally the prerogative of the Opposition to grant pairs, not the Government.  The 
Government has a large number of members, but at times it will need pairs, but they may not be forthcoming in 
future if the Leader of the House continues to run this House in the manner he has done in the past year or so, 
particularly the past six months. 

I do not believe there is any need to sit beyond the normal time of seven o’clock tonight.  I am not in favour of 
opposition members tiring themselves out doing their job beyond the normal hours that are set down.  The House 
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has established the sitting times of the House.  They are 2.00 pm to 10.00 pm on Tuesdays, 12.00 pm to 7.00 pm 
on Wednesdays and 9.00 am to 5.00 pm on Thursdays.  We very often sit beyond those times.  It does not matter 
if we sit an extra quarter of an hour or half an hour; we do not normally whinge about that.  However, it is not 
reasonable for the Leader of the House to keep us back for a couple of hours late at night on a Tuesday and then 
for an additional five hours - from 7.00 pm to midnight - on a Wednesday.  We do not know what he will do 
tomorrow.  We never know what he will do.  He is an absolute mystery man; he will not let me know until the 
last minute.  Until what time will the House sit tomorrow?  We are supposed to finish at 5.00 pm.  Will he 
suddenly say, “Sorry, Rob, you will sit until nine o’clock tonight, or whenever we finish this, that and the other.” 
So we are given an implied threat, that we will go home only when we have done our work.  It is a bit like the 
action of a schoolteacher.  I think that was the profession of the Leader of the House before he came into this 
House.  If he treated them the way he treats members in this House, I sincerely pity the children who were in his 
class.  We will not be treated like schoolchildren by the Leader of the House and we will not have threats made 
to us and a gun held to our heads.  We are told we must pass the Government’s legislation or we will not go 
home.  Next thing, we will be made to go and stand in the corner, or do 100 lines. 

I can feel a motion for suspension of standing orders coming on at some stage against the Leader of the House, 
which I have not yet done.  I must stop and think: do we have confidence in the Leader of the House?  There is 
not much confidence on this side of the House.  I am sure his colleagues would vote against a no-confidence 
motion against the Leader of the House but, privately, some of them do not like the job he is doing or the way he 
is doing it.  The Leader of the House should talk to his members and see if they will open up to him and tell him 
what they think.  Three Bills were dealt with yesterday.  I do not know how many the Leader of the House wants 
to get through today, but the problem is that the longer the Leader of the House keeps us here and elongates the 
sitting hours, the more resolute the Opposition will become to put those extra miles into scrutiny.  We will get 
worried.  We will think that if he is trying to ram this legislation through, it must obviously contain deficiencies; 
therefore, we will double up on the amount of scrutiny.  We may sit all night tonight.  However, the Government 
must keep its numbers here.  There will be no pairs, and the Government will never know how many members 
we have inside or outside the Chamber, or wherever they might be.  Government members will not like it very 
much, if they must sit at 9.00 tomorrow morning.  The Opposition does not support this motion at all.   

Question put and passed. 

Point of Order 
Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  I was under the impression that the suspension of standing orders requires an absolute 
majority, and I do not believe that there is an absolute majority present.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.J. Dean):  The member for Murray-Wellington is correct in one way, but this is 
a motion of which notice was given yesterday.  Only a motion moved without notice on the same day as it is 
debated requires an absolute majority.  The motion is carried.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That would apply if the motion to suspend standing orders had been put forward yesterday.  
I clearly heard the Leader of the House say today that he would move that so much of standing orders be 
suspended to allow certain events to happen.  He has moved to suspend standing orders today, and, therefore, the 
motion needs an absolute majority 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The standing orders state that an absolute majority is needed when a motion is moved 
without notice.  The Legislative Assembly Notice Paper for today shows notice of this motion, therefore it does 
not require an absolute majority; the motion would be carried. 
 


