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RAILWAY (JANDAKOT TO PERTH) BILL 2002 
Referral to Joint Select Committee 

Resumed from 17 September on the following motion moved by Mr P.G. Pendal - 

That the Bill be referred to a Joint Select Committee of the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative 
Council, for consideration and report by Thursday, 19 December 2002 on - 

(a) what viable route options exist for the railway; 

(b) relative costs for all viable options; 

(c) whether the route option proposed by Mr Peter Bruechle was fully examined by the 
Government and if not, why not; and 

(d) any other issues relevant to the railway proposal. 

MR P.G. PENDAL (South Perth) [12.34 pm]:  I say to new members that the tactics now being adopted by the 
Government with this motion, and the matters for which the Speaker has just withdrawn from this Chamber, are 
the beginning of the repetition of the abuses of the Burke days.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  I know that whatever I say now will be to no avail at the moment.  However, the member for 
Albany, who sits here on a very tight margin, along with other members, may well care to listen when I tell 
members that the abuses that ultimately cost the Burke Government its place in history in this State started with 
the sorts of abuses we have seen of the first two items of business today.  If members do not believe what I am 
saying, I invite them to read the reports of the Commission on Government; if they do, they will find that that is 
what is occurring.   

I will tell members what is now occurring with the motion before the Chair. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.D. McRae):  The member for South Perth, that was a good attempt to return to 
the motion before the Chair.  I know the member has been speaking for only a minute -  

Mr P.G. Pendal:  That is exactly the point.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Without getting into a separate debate on another procedural matter, I remind the 
member, as he has already pointed out in his opening remarks, that the Speaker has left the Chair to consider a 
procedural matter.  I do not think it is helpful to the House at this stage for the member to canvass that or any of 
the underlying principles behind it; nor do I think it is within standing orders for the member to stray from the 
motion before the House.  I draw the member’s attention to page 2 of the Notice Paper, and I ask him now to 
address his comments to government business order of the day No 1.   

Mr P.G. PENDAL:  As you have rightly observed, Mr Acting Speaker, I have been on my feet for one minute of 
a 60-minute allowance.  I am speaking about the motion and the trickery that is involved as a result of an 
agreement reached in this House yesterday.  It is true that we will hear more about the other matter during the 
day.  However, the use of the sort of trickery that is involved with the motion currently before the House was the 
way in which the Burke Government came to grief and the way in which the procedures and agreements of this 
House were abused.  I will give members the reason now. 

Standing Order No 171 permits a member to refer a Bill to either a standing committee or a select committee 
after an agreement is reached or after the Bill has been read a second time.  I want new members who interjected 
to listen very carefully, because it has consequences for them, not today but into the future.  I want the Premier 
in particular to listen, because if he does not indicate that he has learnt from those years and the Commission on 
Government, he will find that he will be reminded of them, and it may start to be a major embarrassment to him 
over the next two years.   

What was the agreement?  Yesterday, I stood and moved, as was my entitlement under standing orders, to refer 
the Railway (Jandakot to Perth) Bill to a joint select committee of both Houses to look at all the options, which I 
say the Government has not looked at, for the southern suburbs railway line.  The record will show that this took 
place at about two minutes to five.  I had been told that the railway debate was being adjourned because the 
minister handling the Bill was on her way to catch a plane to go to the eastern States.  I could have chosen to 
proceed with that debate yesterday but, since the minister was to be absent, I knew that would be unfair.  Since 
the words were mine, I am able to quote them from memory, but the Hansard reads - 

I understand that there have been arrangements behind the Chair to limit the debate for this day - 

I had been told the minister was on her way to catch a plane.  In order not to take unfair advantage of that, I then 
said - 
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I seek the leave of the House to continue my remarks when debate on this Bill is resumed.  

I made that understanding with the Leader of the House, who has once again shown his incapacity for that job.  I 
have said before that the job of the Leader of the House is to ensure the orderly conduct of business in the 
Chamber.  That does not mean only unilateral decisions on the part of the Leader of the House; it means talking 
to people.  It means being mature enough to talk with his counterpart on the opposition benches or, when it is 
relevant, to the Leader of the National Party or to Independent members.  I therefore sought the leave of this 
House not to have the discussion on the reference of that Bill to a joint committee of the Parliament on the basis 
that the House would deal with it when the minister returned.   
I walked in here at 12 noon today and found that the Leader of the House has pulled another sleazy little stunt.  
Without any warning, and without a telephone call to my electorate office, he broke yesterday’s agreement and 
decided he would bring the debate on today, in the absence of the very minister who can give the answers to this 
House.  If that is not an abuse of the process, and a rejection of everything that the Commission on Government 
found over three years, I do not know what is.  That is why I said, when the previous Speaker was in the Chair, 
that the Burke years, which ended in such ignominy, began with simple abuses of this kind.  Enough is enough, 
and even at this stage the Leader of the House has the capacity to move an adjournment in order for me to do 
properly what I wanted to do in the presence of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, who is the only 
person on the government side of the House with the capacity to answer.  She is at an interstate conference, and 
the Leader of the House has the parliamentary discourtesy, at the very best, and all the hallmarks of abuse at 
worst, to bring it on when she is not here, and when she cannot answer my legitimate queries. 
That is an abuse, and if the Government wants to waste time, I will accommodate it.  I have 52 minutes to go, 
and I would encourage every person on the opposition side to stand alongside me and take part in a debate 
brought on as a result of a breach of agreement made as recently as 5.00 pm yesterday.  That agreement was to 
ensure that I would do the minister the courtesy of waiting until she was able to be present.  If I had moved the 
motion in the knowledge that the minister was to be absent, government members would say it was not fair, and 
would be asking why I did not want the minister to answer me.  I was the one who sought the leave of the House 
to continue my remarks when debate on this Bill is resumed; not at some other time, but when the minister was 
in the House. 

This Parliament has seen it once before.  The Labor Party has spent 10 years living down the improprieties of the 
Burke and Dowding years, a royal commission, and a Commission on Government.  Public inquiries brought in 
the judgment that these abuses had their beginnings in situations of the kind I am talking about today.  Even at 
this late state, I am asking the Leader of the House to admit that he made an error, that I wanted to observe the 
nicety of having the minister present, and that that is why, as late as 5.00 pm yesterday, I sought leave of the 
House not to continue my remarks until debate on this Bill was resumed.  I said that, because I knew that debate 
on the Bill would be resumed only when the minister was back in the House.  To treat an opposition member, 
whether an Independent or some other kind, showing some courtesy to accommodate a minister, in this way is 
no different from pulling out pairs without notice.  It has the same effect in undermining the trust between people 
in this place.  That is a great reflection on the Leader of the House and on the Premier, who must give his 
endorsement to the House going down this path today. 

My whole point in moving the motion was not so that some joint committee of the Parliament could reject the 
railway, a project which I happen to support.  The whole burden of my remarks, and the reference to a joint 
House committee, was to determine whether all of the options had been looked at, because I know they were not 
looked at.  Now I am expected to put my arguments today about the failure to go down that path, in the absence 
of the minister, the one person in this House capable of explaining, on the Government’s part, why the 
Government chose not to do that.  That is an abuse and holds this place up to ridicule and contempt.  

Debate interrupted.  

[Continued on page 1202.] 
 


